LA

-~ hoth 1y

~do. upon dozens of lnpredlctable contingen-
cles to which this bill should not be tied;

“ion thelr Investm

i{vidual and corporate faipayers the
84 billion worth of “second-stage tax cuts

“inless the net public debt on hexf June

80 is $304 Billion or less. To somé, this may
golund harmiess, inasmuch as this figure is
only sligbtfy 1ess than that resulting from

Treasury Sécretary Dillon’s own rough estl-
mate 0f the currént. budget deflcit. But
this amendment was Pelected fn the House
“Ways eans Committee, and should be

.. réjected 1f offeréd again ‘on the House floor,

damental reasgns:

‘The tax Bill' is needed on lts own
“al sonditioned by

¥ .
(2) Shotuld laggliig Federal reyenues next
summer ‘make fulfilllment of thixcondition
impossible, that” would be a clea

.procéed with, not prevent, the secol stage

of tax réduection; oo )

(3) Revenue, deficit and debt estimwfes
for the grid of this Tiscal yéat are necessar:
tain at this time, depending as the

and e s
" (4) This" amendiient would be self-de-
teating; Yor taxpayérs, uncertaln of receiving

the full henetits of The bill, would hold back

1t and expansion outlays,
thls retarding revenues and enlarging the
debt. I tax reduction 1s essential to the
-progress of our economy—and I think it is—
then 1t is essential whether Becretary Dil-

T more pilyate detnand—
"In"the hands of Tonsumers
will exist in 1p64 and 1985
“whether the net public debt
on mext June SO0tH is $304 billion of 8306
billjon or $303 billion. History feaches us

that the public debl unexpectedly rises when -

public revenues fall unexpectedly short—

. and“they have been consistently falling short

precisely Because dur tax rates, Which were
originally “designed to meet wartime and

postwar_conditioiis; are now imposing a re-’

strictive brake on hafional growth and in-
come. 'Thus, this amendment could deny
the Nation a tax cut at the very time it
ngeds It most—when revenues are falling
short of expectations because of a slowdown
in business activity.

Becretary Dillon’s rough estimate, moré-
over, Is exactly that—a very rough estl-

“fate—miade at a ‘time when the Congress

has not completed action on legisiation and

" gppropriations for the current year. To re- -

guire, as this amehdment requires, that 11
months later his estimate must prove wholly
correct is wholly tlinrealistic. Actually, the
“Becretary forecast a deficit for this fiscal
year of $0.2 billion—which would, on the
basis of the existfhg public debf, mean a

net debt on mnext June 30 of $304.2 bil-

lion. 'This is an eégtlinate both of what the
Congress will do and of what the économy
will do.” If it weré exactly correci, the Na-

“tion would lose a $4-billion economic hoost

because_of a $200 million différence.”
_Yet $300 million is not even one-fenth of
1 percent of our national débt—It is’ not
even one-Half of the amount we are likely
to collect on June 30th alone—and, while I
always expect great things of Mr. Dillon,
1 do not expect the impossible. In the lasj
11 years, revenue estimates made at thfs
time of yéar havé only times—in figf

.- years 1960, 1962 and 1963—come withjh a
billion dollafs of the Hnal actual figurel To
)] ‘"8 vitally needed ifx Te-

icided by the accuracy or 1h-
necessarily "ihexact pgediction
g gst: national wel-

"the future?

( make even a réasfnable guess
ol to how close this estimiate will be, how -

~truch “Pederal revenue will bd eaifiéd, how

" much. the Congress will spend, whéther the
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"'promise at all.

outl to be acturate or

‘weather will bring a bigger farm surplus,
whether buyers will be found for Federal
mortgages and other assets at reasonable
prices, or whether someé technological break-
through or raw material price increase or in-
ternational crisis will suddenly augment our
outlays for national defense? The cost of
last fall’s Cuban crisis alone, for example,
was nearly $200 million.

" A'businessman attempting to formulate his
spending plans in advance with regard that
kind of second-stage tax cut promise as no
It will become a highly spec-
ulative matter—and concrete plans cannot be

" based on speculation. Being less certain o

his market and profit, therefore, he will no
undertake as much expansion now—and this
will not only shortchange the national econ-
omy but increase the national debt. As
former Treasury Secretaries Humphrey and
Anderson polnted out during the last admin-
istration, the debt limit does not and cannot
control expenditures—for they depend on
the appropriations voted by the Congress
Md not on any arbitrary ceiling.

<-Mois i not, let me make clear, an argu-
mend\over the desirability of expenditure

ein over expenditures, and we are

desplte a steady grow in the Nation’s econ-
omy and population.
been attempted only thradg other times in th
12 preceding years—and, 3Q help achieve

woe pared $6 billion from L
budget requests. I have since
still further cuts to the Congyg

a total well below that submitted
ary.

penditure control. g
pride in the fact that our bugé
tures for civilian agencies in

just ended were $1.7 billion h¥low the Janu-
¢ in the fact that

centage, rose last year
slower pace than the
Nation’s consumers,

State and local govery
“in the fact that we hfive reduced the ratio of
our Federal civillanfxpenditures to national
output and to thegxpenditures of State and
local governmentf We take pride in the fact
ced the postal deficit—we

e fact that—in each of the three
I have submitted—expenditures
han those requlired for defense, space

st three budgets of my predecessors.
addition to our efforts to restrict ex-
pghditures to those most urgently needed, we
ave pursued an intensive campaign to ident-
y those existing Federal programs which
could be effectively carried out by the pri-
vate economy—for example, substituting
private for public credit wherever feasible.
In the last fiscal year over $1 billion of finan-
clal assets in Federal portfolios were trans-
ferred to private holders. We have also
sought to initiate or increase ‘“user charges”
to cover a more equitable share of the costs
of services provided by the Federal Govern-
ment—to introduce modern equipment and
management techniques for improving the
productivity of all departments—and to con-
trol Federal clvilian employment as well as
expenditures,

Tast year, if Federal civillan employment
had increased at the same rate as popula-

“tlon growth, it would have increased by
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42600 employees. It actually fhcreased by '

only 5,600 persons—one-¢ighth the rate of
population growth—so that we ended the
year with far fewer Federal employees per
1,000 population than we began. To illus-
trate the significance of this accomplish~
ment, let me point out that, during the same
period, State and local govefnment employ-
ment grew by about 300,008 persons.

Moreover, this administration’s pledges on
expenditure and debt cgntrol, unlike the
amendment under discuséion, have not been
limited merely to the pgst and present fiscal
years. In a recent lettgr to Chairman MiLLs
of the House Ways Means Committee, I
repeated my pledge /to achieve a balanced
Federal budget in g balanced full-employ-
ment economy-—to/exercise an even tighter
rein on Federal efpenditures, limlting out-
lays to only thogé expenditures which meet
strict criteria national need—and, con-
sistent with these policies, as the tax cut
effective and the economy
full employment, to apply a
substantial /part of the increased tax reve-
nues towgfd a reduction in our budgetary
deficits.

Assuming enactment of the pending tax
bill, I expect—in the absence of any un-
foresegn slowdown In the economy or any
se:}}us international contingency-——to be

abld to submit next January a budget for
figtal 1965 envisioning an estimated deficlt
low that most recently forecast for fiscal

. #1964, And any increase in the Federal debt
uch a reduction had /regulting from these transitional budget

deficits will be kept proportionately lower
than the increase in our gross national prod-
uct-—so that the real burden of the Federal
debt will be steadily reduced.

This is true expenditure control. It can-
not be done automatically by erecting some
arbitrary, artificial figure and declaring that
& much-needed tax cut will not go ahead if
the debt exceeds that figure. The imposi-
tion of such a device can only reduce the
effectiveness of the tax bill and invite the
higher levels of unemployment which re-
quire still greater expenditures and debt.
No one, in short, is calling for a retreat
g1 flscal responsibility-—unless it is the
ents of this bill. For without a quick
Mysured tax cut, this country can look
w0 more unemployment, to more

dget has been in deflcit

no ascertainable prospect fo
ance. But with a tax cut, dogpite a tempo-
rary transitional increase in tlig deficit, this
Nation can move within a very w years to
an even higher trend of economdg activity
capable of sustaining both full empoyment
and a balanced budget.

For all these reasons, the efforts ol this
organization and conference on behalk of
the pending bill are vital fo our Natioh
future. I do not assume that every busi-
nessman here agrees with every provision of
that bill. But after 7 months of intensive
committee study, a fundamentally sound
and strong program has been produced. It
must be voted up or down on the floor of
the House this month. Every month it is
delayed costs this Nation dearly in lost out~
put, jobs, profits and the increased danger of
a downturn,

I do not promise that passage of thils bill
will achieve full employment on the follow-
ing day or even in the following year. But

I do know that we will never get there if
we do not start moving—and the time fo
start 1s today.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. HUMPHREY obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, . President,
will the Senator from anesota yield,
without losing his right to the floor?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr., MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. ]

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
WaLTERS in the chair). The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded. ‘

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE ON HR. 12,
ASSISTANCE TO MEDICAL AND
DENTAL SCHOOLS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
wish to propound a unanimous consent
request, with respect to H.R. 12, a bill to
increase opportunities for training of
physicians, dentists, and professional
public health personnel, which has been
reported by the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, and on which minority
views will be ready tonight, that on
Thursday, next, beginning at 12 o’clock
-noon, the hill be laid before the Senate
and made the pending business, and that
. during the consideration of that measure
there be allocated 1 hour of debate on
each amendment, with one-half hour
controlled by each side, and 1 hour of
debate on the bill.

This proposal is being made with the
approval of the distinguished minority
leader, and the distinguished Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDPWATER], the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, and, I understand, with his col-
leagues on that side of the committee.

Mr. KEATING. Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
‘object—in accordance with the state-
ment which I made a few moments ago,
I ghall offer an amendment to that bill
to extend the life of the Civil Rights
Commission. 'This is the first opportu-
nity which will be offered to take such
actlon. The limitation of time sug-
gested is adequate to deal with the prob-
lem, and I therefore have no objection
to the limitation. However, I would ob-
. ject to any provision of the unanimous-
consent request relating to germaneness.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish the Sen-
ator would reconsider his position., I
assure the Senator that it is my intention
to see to it this month that an amend-
ment to that effect is offered to a bill.
However, In view of the importance of
the school measure, I helieve it would
be advisable for the Senator to consider
postponing his action until later in the
month.

Mr. KEATING, I shall be very glad to §

do so if the distinguished majority lead-
er is able at this time to tell me some-
thing more about his plans for action to
extend the life of the Commission. If
he is able to do so, I shall be happy to
hear his statement. Perhaps he will wish
to renew his request in a few moments.
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I shall be glad to have hlm tell me about
it off the record.

© Mr. MANSFIELD. No. It has been
my intention to offer an amendment to
#n appropriate bill whith would be forth-
coming, at which time the matter in
which the Senator from New York is so
very much interested will at least be
brought to the floor for consideration
and debate until completion of action.

- Mr. KEATING. At that time, I would
assume, the distinguished majority
leader would not have in mind any mo-
on, at least not emanating frém the
leadership, to table such an effort.

© Mr. MANSFIELD. No.

Mr. KEATING. And that action will
be taken prior to the ehd of this month?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is my inten-
tion. 'To the best of my ability, it will be.

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the Senator will
yield, I know that the Civil Rights Com-
mission expires at the end of September.
Therefore, action is perative if the
Comimission is to be kept alive. I have
discussed this matter with the distin-
guished Senator from New York, and I
fully concur in the sentiments expressed
by the majority leader. I would be as
helpful as possible in order to consum-
mate the action, so that the life of the
Commission will be continued.

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate this as-
surance; and on the basis of that assur-
ance of the majority leader and the mi-
nority leader, I shall nof offer the amend-
ment to the bill which'will be before the
Benate on Thursday, and will not object
to the unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the order is entered.

The unanimous-consent agreement re-
duced to writing is as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, effectivé on Thursday, Sep-
tember 12, 1963, at the cdnclusion of routinhe
morning buisness, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the bill, H.R. 12, the Health
Professions Educational ; Assistance Act of
1963, and during its cons}deratlon debate on
any amendment, motion, or appeal, except a
motion to lay on the ta.ble shall be limited
te 1 hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of any such amend-
ment or motlon and the majority leader:
Provided, That in the évent the majority
leader 1s in favor of any such amendment
or motion, the time in opposition thereto
shall be controlled by the minority leader or
some Scnator designated by him: Provided
further, That no amendment that is not ger-
mane to the provisions or the sald bill shall
be received,

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the sald bill debate shall
be liraited to 1 hour, to.be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the majority
and minority leaders: Propzded That the said
Ieaders, or either of them, may, from the
time under their control on the passage of
the sald bill, allot additional time to any
Benator durlng the consideration of any
amendment, motlon, or appeal

‘THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREAT

The Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of Ex-
ecutive M (88th Cong., lst sess.), the
treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in
the atmosphere, in auter space, and
underwater. |

|
1
1

/Lt

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. P‘resident, if
there is no further debate, I ask that the
treaty be considered as having passed
through the several parliamentary
stages up to and including the presen-
tation of the resolution of ratification.

If T may explain, this means that this
will preclude offering of amendments,
but will make it possible to offer reserva-
tions, which cannot be offered at this
time.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Merely to clarify
the situation, a reservation that is offered
is not a reservation to the treaty itself,
but is a reservation to the resolution.
Is that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. To the resolution
of ratification. It is necessary to go
through this procedure before a reser-
vation can be offered or considered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. If a reservation
is offered and is adopted, that reserva-
tion applies to the resolution, not to the
treaty itself. Is that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It applies ta the
resolution of ratification. If it were
adopted, it would be voted on, when
the final vote came, with the reserva-
tion included.

Mr. GOLDWATER. But the reserva-
tion would be included in the resolution,
and not in the treaty.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is true; bub
it would be a part of the treaty. This is
the way it has long been done. The
Senate is following the regular proce-
dure as delineated by the Parliamen-
tarian., Up to now it would not be in
order to offer a reservation. If this pro-
cedure is adopted, it will be in order to
propose reservations to the resolution of
ratification. Amendments could be of-
fered up to the adoption of this pro-
cedure now. If it is adopted, they would
not be in order.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do nof intend to
propose any reservations or amend-
ments; but it seems to me that in con-
nection with so vitally important a sub-
ject as this, it might be well if the dis-
tinguished Senator from Morntana would
give notice that tomorrow he will pro-
pose the unanimous-consent request, in
order that the rights of all Senators may
be protected. I have no actual knowl-
edge, but I have heard over the radioc
that the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut said he desired to propose un-
derstandings; and other Senators—I be-
lieve the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Long] is one-—have sug-
gested that they intend to offer either
reservations or amendments.

So that all Senators might be put on
notice, it seems to me that it would be
well to have the Senator from Montana,
state exactly the effect of the unani-
mous-consent request he will suggest,
and thus put the Senate on notice that
he will propose it tomorrow at the con-
clusion of the morning hour. I have no
objection to his proposal, but I believe
it would be fairer to offer it tomorrow,
in view of the rather sparse attend.mce
of Senators at the present time,

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is perfectly
agreeable to the leadership. I wish to

President,
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.‘tic_e; In theit in§§ance the Senate gave lts

- igform the disiinguished Senstor from . In periorming tais tunction, the Seraie

Georgia that a quorum- call was insti- hassev . ,
tuted for tho purpose of calling Senators 107 unconditional spproval of o treaty ls by
to the Chamber. Since they did not. al.)' sent to ratification which, in the case of the
pear in large numbers, the leadership yyclear Test Ban Treaty, would read as

thought %t well to proceed. I ém de-  follows: _
lighted that the Senator from Georgia  “Be it résolved (two-thirds of the Sen-
is present, His observation is a goodone, ators present concurring therein), That the
and his suggestion will be followed. Senate advise and consent to the ratification
h 1? ’ he disti ished minor- ©f the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests
On behall of t & st mgul.g m P r in the atmosphere, in outer space, and un~
ity leader anq myself, notice is .gwen derwater, which w:as slgned at Moscow on
‘that tomorrow this proposal will be i ouci 5 1063, on behalf of the United
‘brought before the Senate for its con- giates of America, the United Kingdom of
sideration, o Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the

Mr, RUSSELL. I assure the Senator TUnion of Soviet Socialist Republics.”
from Montana that I shall not interpose The Senate may, however, refect a treaty
objection tomorrow, However, it seemed In toto, or stipulate conditions in the form
0 i i ) of amendments, reservations, understand-
- that a proposal of this kind might well
3 d bef the S te b ings, declaratlons, statements, interpreta-
be p la’ce~ elore the senate b4 megns tlons, or statements in committee reports.
of actual as well ag constructive notice,

) For example, the Statute of the International
. Mr. MANSFIELD, I agree with the a¢omic Energy Agency was approved subject
Senator from Georgia.

That will be- to an “interpretation and understanding.”
done,

) . L, In that case, so, that no uncertainty would

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Would it be pos~ exist as to whether the United States might
sible to place in the Recorp, if it has not Pe obligated by some future amendment that
3 the Senate saw fit to reject, the resolution
already been done, a’.Short memorandum of ratification was approved “subject to the
explaining . the. .dlﬁ?rences between interpretation and understanding, which is
amendments, reservations, and under- , hereby made a part and condition of the res-
standings? : olution of ratification, that (1) any amend-
Mr, RUSSELL. I heartily subscribe to0 ment to the statute shall be submitted to
that suggestion of the chairman of the the Senate for its advice f«nd cor_lsen’cz.)a»st tilm

ittee o aip i 1 the case of the statute iself, and ( e

Committee on Foreign Relations. Ihave United States will not remain a member of
been a Member of the Senate for some X
) but I 2 t letel 1 the Agency in the event of an amendment to
me, u. am not completely clear as the statute being adopted to which the Sen-
to the differences between such propo- oo by a formal vote shall refuse its advice
sals. . and consent.”
- 'Mr, FULBRIGHT. These are proce- This “interpretatlon and understanding”
dures which perhaps are not completely In no way affected the international obliga-
-clear in the memorandum, but it is the tion of the United States, It was, however,
b ' made a part of the operating instrument of
est we could do. ' : tiflcati d Presidential lamation
Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I sug- Yatification an eside proclama

: - and circulated to the other parties to the
gest that the memorandum be amplified treaty with the following statement: “The
8. liftle, because the treaty is considered Government of the United States of America

In Committee of .the Whole. It is the considers that the above statement and un.
only time under-the Senate rules that derstanding pertains solely to U.S. constitu-
that is done. Perhaps the rule itself tional procedures and Is of purely domestic
ht to be quoted, and then it should be character.”
ought 9 d d f ‘The Senate also approved the NATO
stated that when the proposed unani
. Status-of-Forces Agreement subject to an
mous consent re.queSt has been adopted, ‘“understanding.” Article IIT of that agree-
i amendments will t‘here,a‘f.t’er be pre- ment provided that under certain eonditions
cluded, and the treaty will then be §UP-  members of a military force were to be ex-
Ject to a reservation to the resolution of empt from passport and visa regulations,
ratification. . - from immigration inspection, and from reg-
Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is correct. ulations on the registration and control of
Mr. RUSSELL. That is an excellent allens. The effect of article III on U.S. im-
suggestion. Senators will then know the Migration laws was not entirely clear, and in
; ; order to remove all doubt about the matter
path they are treading. : and to mak that the United States
. Mr. MANSFIELD. It is my under- S appropriste. :

, ~ ! could take appropriate measures to protect
s’fandlj_g% ?}at‘ tli‘e Cgmm“ﬁe@ on For- iis security, the following language was made
elgn elations 1ssye suc a memo-

randum, * Unfortunately, I did not re-

part of the resolution of ratification:

“It is the understanding of the Senate,

celve a copy. Perhaps it was lost in the which understanding inheres in its advice

‘mall, because I feel certain one was sent end 1‘;03;53:“3 tgh’ghe li'at}‘gcaﬂon of ﬂ:;edf;gffe'

: T w Wy is. Iment, that nothing in the agreemen min-

E]?ngnlilesheé[i ::Nlr?ar,ligggg (‘;}hig:aercogxl&j,gége ishes, abridges, or alters the right of the

* would not placé it in the RECORD ! United St;.;tesb of Afngxiica to sa,feg';lard its

2 o D - own securlty by excluding or removing per-

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I shall be glad to sons whose presence in the United States is

do so. . . - deemed prejudiclal to its safety or security

(Subsequently Mr, FULBRIGHT submit- and that no person whose presence in the

ted the following memorandum, which, United States 1s deemed prejudicial to its

‘without objection, was ordered to be safety or Slecl:%l;tyusl;%;hlgatpgmitted to enter

BT : ; . or remaln in the Un ates.”

,pﬁm"?d ?'t ,t';hls W‘?t in the RECOR‘D R . ‘This ‘‘understanding” was also included in

' COMMITTEE. ON . FOREIGN RELATIONS. STAFF the Instrument of ratification and the Pres-

. MEMORANDUM ON THE ROLE OF THE SENATE idential proclamation which was circulated

AN "r;m,,’l‘ng:@;rv-MAK;NG Process . .%o the other parties to the agreement. Here

_Article II, section 2, clause 2, of the U.S. &gain, however, it had no effect on the inter-
Constitution ~states ,that the President natlonal obligation of the United States,

“shall have power, by and with the advice Another, and perhaps better known case

and consent of the Senate, to make treatles, involves the so-called .Connally reservation

" provided two-thirds of the Senators present to the compulsory jurisdiction clause of the

coneur,” : Statute of the Infernagional Court of Jus-

X
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advice and consent to the deposit by the
President of a declaration under para-
graph 2 of article 36 of the statute—the so-
called optional clause. By accepting the
optional clause, the United States agreed
that in certaln types of legal disputes it
would recognize the compulsory jurisdiction
of the International Court of Justice. How-
ever, In accepting that jurisdiction, the Sen-
ate stated that it did not apply to matters
essentially within the domestic jurlsdiction
of ‘the United States as determined by the
United States. For technical reasons the
Connally reservation is not viewed by all in-
ternational lawyers as a true reservation; in
fact, 1t was communicated to other parties
and the obligation of other parties with re-

spect to the United States s no greater than

that assumed by the United States.

As a practical matter, If the Senate at-
taches a reservation to its resolution of ad-
vice and consent, the inference is that the
contractual relationship is being changed.
However, if the Senate uses language of
understanding, the implication (but not
necessarily the fact) 1s that the contractual
arrangement is not being changed.

Irrespective of what term 15 used to de-
seribe a condition imposed on a treaty, how-
ever, the view of the U.S. Government is
that the content or effect of the statement is
of prime importance. If, despite the desig-
nation, the executive branch belleves that
the condition has the actual character and
effect of a reservation, 1t would be so treated
and thus would open the treaty to further
negotiations. In this connection, the fol-
lowing extracts from a Department of State
memorandum on the subject of “Depositary
Practice in Relation to Reservations” which
was submitted to the United Natlons last
year are relevant:

“It i1s understood by the U.S. Govern-
ment that the term ‘reservation’ means, ac-
cording to general international usage, a
formal declaration by a state, when sign-
ing, ratifying, or adhering to a treaty, which
modifies or limits the substantive effect of
one or more of the treaty provisions as be-
tween the reserving state and each of the
other states parties to the treaty. A true
reservatlon 1s a statement asserting specific
conditions of a character which (if the re-
serving state becomes a party to the treaty)
effectively qualify or modify the application
of the treaty In the relations between the
reserving state and other states parties to
he treaty. If the statement does not ef-
ectually change in some way, elther by ex-
panding or diminishing the treaty provisions,
the application of the treaty between the
reserving state and other states parties
thereto, then it Is questionable whether
it is a true reservation even though it may
be designated a ‘reservation,’ The terms ‘un-
derstanding,’ ‘declaration,” or ‘statement’
may be used to designate a statement which
may or may not be a true reservation. More
properly, ‘understanding’ is used to desig-
nate a statement when 1t is not intended
to modify or limit any of the provisions of
the treaty in its international operation, but
Is intended merely to clarify or explain or
to deal with some matter incidental to the
operation of the treaty in a manner other
than a substantive reservation. Sometimes
an understanding 1s no more than a state-
ment of policles or principles or perhaps an
indication of internal procedures for carry-
ing out provislons of the treaty. The terms
‘declaration’ and ‘statement’ when used as
the descriptive terms are used most often
when it is consldered essential or desirable
to glve notice of certaln matters of policy
or prineiple, but without any intention of
derogating in any way from the substantive
rights or obligations as stipulated in the
treaty. As a general rule, it is considered
necessary in the case of any instrument of
ratification, adherence, or acceptance em-
bodylng any of the above-mentioned types.
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of -statement, that the other state or states
concerned be notified ‘thereof and be glven
an opportunity to comment. If the state-
ment 1s designated a ‘reservation’ but is not
8 true reservation, the notification to the
other, state or states- may be accompanied
by an explanatory statement designed to
emphasize the fact that no actual modifica-
tion or limitation of the trea.f:y provisions Is
intended.
» L] L L] »

“The U.S. Government as depositary does
not, as a rule, conslder 1t appropriate for

. reservations to be set forth merely in a let-

ter or note accompanying an instrument of
ratification, acceptance, adherence, or ac-
cession. If the instrument is to be quall-
fied by a reservation, it is considered that
the reservation should be embodied in the
_instrument Itself. A declaration, under-
standing, or other statement not constl-
tuting an actual reservation may, of course,
be set forth in an accompanying letter or
note, the text thereof then being notified
Yo interested states at the same time theéy
are notified regarding the deposit of the
formal instrument.”

One of the most authoritative statements
on reservations appears in Charles Cheney
Hyde’s book, “International Law.” Hyde
states (vol. II, p. 1435) : “A reservation to &
treaty is a formal statement made by a pros-
pective party for the purpose of creating
s different Telationship between that party
and the other partles or prospective parties
than would result should the reserving state
accept the arrangement without having made
such & statement. A mere Interpretitive
declaration made by a prospective party with-
out such a design, and with a view merely to
accentuate 8 common under§tanding, is not
regarded as a reservation, Unless andther
party or prospective party deems 1t to be
productive of a different relationship between
the state issulng the declaration and the
other parties or prospectivé parties than
would result were the declarétion not made.
In a word, whether an Interpretative state-
nent 18 to be regarded as a reservation and
denlt with as such depénds in practice upoh

the place which the states to which it 1s ad- -

dressed nre disposed to assign o 1t.”
AMENDMENTS

“ A distinction should be made between an
smendment and B reservation. The dif-
ference between the two is that an amend-
ment, If it s sccepted by the President ahd
the other party or parties to the treaty,
changes it for all parties, whereas a reserva-
+ion lmits only the obligation of the United
Btates under the treaty, slthough a reserva-
tion may, In fact, be of such significance as
t0 lead other parties to file similar reservé-
tions, to seek renegotiation of the treaty, or,

. indeed, to refuse to proceed with ratifica-
ton.

To put it another way, the distinetions be-
tween the two “are not In the essential ob-
jects sought, but in the fort taken by the
qualified assent and in the notice or action
called for from the other party to the agree-
ment. As the contrast is ordinarily drawn,
an amendment to a treaty is & textual change
in the instrument itself by Way of an addl-
tion, alteration, or excision; it makes a part
of the identical contract to which the two
governments are to give thelr assent in the
exchange of ratifications. A reservation, on
the other hand, is an interpretation or con-
struction placed upon somé portion of the
instrument by the Senate, to Indicate the
understanding with which the United States
‘enters into the agreement 4s to the obliga-
tions which this country is to assume.”
(Haynes, “The Sendte of the United States,”
vol, I1, pp. 817-18.) ’

SUMMARY .-

In summary, therefore, and in order of
importance so far as the ‘effect on other
parties is concerned, the Senate might take

|
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the following steps to 'make tts views known
or to qualify its consdnt to ratification of &
treaty: .

1. The Senate may advise and consent to
ratification, but make its views known in the
committee report. This would have no more
legal effect on the treaty than other nego-
tieting background or than legislative his-
tory has on public laws.

2. The Senate may include in its resolu-
tion language expressing its understanding or
interpretation. So léng as this language
does not substantively affect the terms or
international obligatfons of the treaty, or
relates sélely to domestic matters, there

would be no legal effedt on the treaty. Under

existing practice, hdwever, the Executive
would communicate such understandings or
interpretationg to the other parties for such
reaction as they may take. o

3. The Senate may include in its resolu-
tion langtage exprqéslng its reservation.
Normally reservation languape would in-
vclve some change in the international obli-
gations of the treaty and might affect its
terms in such a significant manner as to re-
quire the Executive' to communicate the
terms of the reservation to other parties to
the treaty, thus enabiing them to take such
action as they felt lappropriate, including
reservations of their pwn or even refusal to
proceed with the treaty.

4. Pinally, the Senate may amend the terms
of the treaty itself. In this instance, there
would be no guestion but that the treaty
would need to be renegotiated.

Committe:e procedure

The Committee on Foreign Relations trans-
acts businiess by a majority vote of .a legal
quorum (currently nine members). Once a
legal quorum ls established, it iIs presumed
to be present, and thereafter oral or written
proxies are valid for the purposes of voting.
This procedure applies with respect to any
treaty reservations ar amendments consid-
ered by the committee. However, on the
final question as to whether the commitiee
shall agree to report favorably a particular
resolution of ratification, an actual physical
gquorum of nine members must be present.

Senate procedure

The act of ratificatlon for the United States
is 8 Presftiential act, but it may not be forth-
coming unless the Sehate has consented to it

- by the required two-thirds of the Senators

present (which signifies two-thirds of a
quorum), otherwise the consent rendered
would not be that of the Senate as organized
under the Constitution to do business (art.
I, sec. b, clause 1). ;

Insofar as Senate procedure is concerned,
rule XXXVII gtates, that when a treaty is
reported from the Commitiee on Foreign
Felationg it shall, unless the Senate unani-
niously otherwise d;{:cts. lie 1 day for con-

slderation, Amendnients or reservations are
subject to approval by a majority vote.

An amendment g¢r reservation may be
modified before any actlon is taken on it.
They are not, however, subject to modifica~
tion after adoption by the Senate. More-
over, an amendment or reservation which is
substantially the same as one previously of-
fered and rejected is not in order.

The decisions madeé must be reduced to the
form of a resclution of ratification, with or
without amendments or reservations, as the
case may be, which must be proposed on a
subsequent day, unkess by unanimous con-
sent the Senate determines otherwise. After
the resolution of ‘ratification 1is offered,
sendments to the $ext of the freaty or the
resolution of ratificatlon are no} in order.

On the final question to advise and consent
to the ratification in the form agreed to, the
concurrence of two-thirds of the Senators
present and voting shall be necessary to de-
termine 1t in the affirmative; but all other
motions and questiohs upon a treaty shall be
decided by a majority vote, except a motion

|
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to postpone indefinitely, which shall be de-
cided by a vote of two-thirds,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
following statement has heen prepared
by the Parliamentarian for guidance of
the Senate during consideration of the
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty:

NucLEAR TeEST BAN TREATY
(Procedure under the rule)

The treaty is in the Committee of the
Whole and shall be proceeded with by arti-
cles. This provision, however, may be
walved by unanimous consent, and thus per-
mit an amendment to be offered to any part
of the treaty.

A majority vote is required for adoption
of an amendment. .

A motion to table an amendment would
e in order.

‘Where there is no further debate or action
to be taken in the Committee of the Whole,
the proceedings are reported by the Pre-
siding Officer to the Senate. If any amend-
ment has been made, the Senate votes on
concurrence therein. Further amendments
are then in order.

Reservations are not in order while the
treaty ls belng considered in the Committee
of the Whole or in the Senate. They should
be offered to the resolution of ratification.

When there is no further debate or
smendment to be proposed, the next step
would be the proposal of the resolution of
ratification. It cannot, however, be proposed
on that day except by unanimous consent.
¥f any amendment has been made to the text
of the treaty, it must be incorporated in the
resolution of ratification.

After the resolution of ratification has
been proposed, no amendment is in order
except by unanimous consent. Reserva-
tions, however, are in order at that stage, and
not before.

The vote on the question of agreeing to
the resolution of ratification or on a motion
to postpone indefinitely requires a two-thirds
vote for adoption. Al other motions and
questions upon a freaty shall be declded by
a majority vote. ’

DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC EN-
ERGY IN PACIFIC NORTHWEST

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, as in
legislative session, I ask that the Chair
lay before the Senate s message from
the House of Representatives on 8. 1007.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WaLTERS in the chair) laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (8. 1007) to
guarantee electric consuners in the Pa-~
cific Northwest first call on electric en-
ergy generated at Federal hydroelectric
plants in that region and to guarantee
electric consumers in other regions
reciprocal priority, and for other pur-
poses, which were, on page 4, lines 9 and
10, strike out ‘“'seven days” and insert
“sixty days,”; on page 4, line 17, strike
out “seven days” and insert “sixty days”;
on page 6, line 2, strike out “forty-eight
months” and insert “sixly months,”; on
page 7, line 25, strike out “section 8" and
insert “section 9”; on page 8, line 10,
strike out “section 8” and insert “sec-
tion 9”; on page 8, after line 19, insert:

Sec. 8. No electric transmission lines or
fecilities shall be constructed outside the
Pacific Northwest by any Federal agency for
the purpose of transmitting electric energy
for sale or exchange pursuant tc this Act
except those lines and Iucilities hereafter
specifically authorized by the Congress.

|
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Jbut_in order to maintain
s_on Johnston Island, Con-
ppropriate the money; and if
o if, it is our fault. TIf the

laboratories are t0_be maintained, Con-

~ gress must provide the money, If we

" are to conduct undersround tests, Con-
gress miuist appropriate the money. If
we do not do it, it will be our fault,

Talk to the effect that “we want these .

safeguards” dresses the treaty. It may
be the ribbon on the package, but it has

nothing to do with the substance of the,

package. Whether or not safeguards are
provided is the responsibility of the Con-
gress; and if the Senator from Iowa will
" stand with the Senator from Rhode Is-
" land and the Senator from Minnesota in
seeing to 1t that we do the necessary
things, the Senator will have the agsur-
ances hé wants, . There are certain
things that can be done in the. atmos-
phere that cannot be done underground.

What can he done underground is lim-

ifed.. . . .
“Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
‘Benator yield? .
Mr, PASTORE. I yield. B
“Mr., MILLER. ‘That is exactly-the

point of what the Senator from Minne-

sota [Mr. HumpHREY] said about how
the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the military
officials argued about the limitations of
the treaty. . : .
© It is not so much a question of cutting
down on the numker of tests. It is a
case of quality, Those who are con-
cerried about eliminating testing in the
atmosphere are concerned about the fact
that we cannot have the same quality of
testing underground as in the atmos-
bhere, | s e
Mr. PASTORE. Thatis true. Not.one
official in the Military Establishment
who appeared before our committee—
and if I asked the guestion of one wit-
ness, I asked it of at least six—would

say that the balance of power is not in

our favor buf in favor of the Russians.
They all agreed that, the balance of pow-
er'was in our favor.
-If that is the case, if the balance of
bower is in our favor, and if we can bring
- to an end this madness, what is wrong
with that? America does not want to
make a hundred megaton bomb, I do
not know what we would want to_blow
up with a 100 megaton bomb.. I am told
-that one 20 megaton bomb is the equiva-
lent of the amount of TNT that can be
put in a freight train stretching from
the east coast to the west coast. One
20-megaton homb represents six times
the explosive force of all of the explo-
siyes used in World War IT.. .
People talk about a_ 100 megaton bomb.
What do they want to blow up? Do they
want to. blow. up the entire world?
America does not want that kind of
bomb, o
Mr. McNamara, when he appeared be-
committee, said that we have
o Jgake a 100-megaton bomb.
It 1s true that in the atmosphere it
would be possible to achieve it. How-
Jever, we can make a_ 60-megaton bomb
“how, with th : knowledge that we possess.
Mr, HUMPHREY, Without testing.
Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, will the
~Senatoryield?

-fg

’

resident can make recom-

Mr. PASTORE. When I am thréugh,
I wilyield. I thought I was going along
_bretty well. ,

. Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator was
.going along very well. ]

Mr. PASTORE. If we test under-
ground, we cannot go very far before
the debris begins to get out of our ter-
ritozial boundaries, and that is not per-
mitted under the treaty. Once that hap-
pens, we are becoming too big from the
standpoint of the bomb. The treaty

prohibits such a procedure. We are lim- -

ited. .

If any Senator for any reason thinks
Eisenhower sold out to Khrushchev
when, in 1959, he made the same pro-
posal that is now before us, or if any
Senator believes that John Kennedy -is
selling out to the enemy because he is
in favor of the treaty, that Senator
should in full conscience and on his re-
sponsibility vote for the rejection of the
treaty. .

However, let me say to Senators who
would reject the treaty that under our
constitutional process a two-thirds af-
firmative vote is required.

This treaty was initiated by two ad-
ministrations, a Republican administra-
tion and a Democratic administration.
This is a treaty that we have been trying
to get for years. It all began on April
13, 1959, when ‘President Eisenhower

~-made his suggestion. I am saying to

those who are inclined to have doubts
about the treaty that they have a double
responsibility, because every vote that
they cast counts for two votes. We need

- two votes in the affirmative to block one
vote in the negative. .

I do not like to imagine where we
would begin all over again, if this treaty
is rejected. We have been trying to get
it since 1959. Every time Khrushchev
sald, “No.” All we said was, “Will you
talk again? Can we resume the talks?”

Khrushchev did not ask that the talks
be resumed. We asked that the talks
be resumed. This is our treaty. This
is America’s treaty. This is not Rus-
-sia’s treaty. If the Russians think it is
of advantage to them, let them think so.
What their mofives are is of no concern
to the Senator from Rhode Island. All
I know is that this treaty is g for me,
This treaty is good for my family, This
treaty is good for my country. This
treaty is good for the peace of the world.
This is the reason why one should be in
favor of it. If anyone does not believe
it, he should vote against it.

However, let no one forget that the
President of the United State is exhort-
ing the Senate. He needs a two-thirds
-vote in the Senate. That is not easy to
obtain always. There is talk about ma-
Jority rule. We had best realize that
every vote that is cast against it is the
vote of two Senators under our demo-

--cratic process in the Senate.

I say to those who have doubts about
the treaty that I want them to open their
hearts and look into their consciences.
I want them to realize what they might
be doing, If by their vote they destroy
and kill the treaty, in all sincerity—in
all reverence, I say God help us; God
help us.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe that the
remarks of the distinguished S

’\
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from Rhode Island are of such quality
and importance that they should stand
on their own. For the moment I shall
not yield for further inquiry.

Mr. CARLSON, Will the Sentor yield
on the particular point under discussion?

Mr. HUMPHREY. On the point of
testing and its alleged contribution to
the spread of the arms race?

Mr. CARLSON. Yes,

‘Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator on that point,

Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate very
much the courtesy of the Senator from -
Minnesota. I refer to the point which
was opened up when the Senator from -
Iowa referred to the reduction of arma-
ments under the treaty, and when the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island
made the statement that there was hope
in the treaty. It is important that the
RECORD in the Senate, from a historical
standpoint, be complete, and therefore T
refer Senators to the statement of Sec-
retary Rusk at page 29 of the hearings.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Will the Senator
read it? )

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] was asking
questions of the Secretary of State, as
follows: : .

Senator SPARKMAN. And is there any pro-
vision in this treaty for the reduction of
arms or armaments in any way?

Secretary Rusk. This treaty itself does not’
reduce weapons in being or prevent their
further production.

This treaty is aimed only at the question
of nuclear explosions. I regret myself that
it has not been possible to make greater
headway in some actual physical disarma-
ment measures consistant with our own se=
curity.

But this treaty is not a step in that direc-
tlon-—this treaty is not itself dealing with
that problem, It may turn out to be one
small step that opens up some possibilities in
this fleld but that has not yet become ap-
parent.,

Senator SPARKMAN. It is a treaty of hope so
far as that is concerned.

Secretary Rusk. So far as actual disarma-
ment is concerned, it is a treaty of hope. It
is a treaty of fact insofar as explosions in
those three environments are concerned,

I thought the reference to hope should
be in the REcoRrD, from the standpoint of
history. It was a hope.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Kansas for his contribution to
the colloquy. It is pertinent to the dis-
cusslon. The point needs to be empha-
sized again and again that the responsi~
ble officers of the Government have not
attempted to oversell the treaty. The
President, in his message to the Senate,
had this tosay: = .

This treaty advances, though, 1t does not;
assure, world peace; and 1t will inhibit,
though it does not prohibit, the nuclear arms
race.

Then he went on to say:

This treaty will curb the pollution of our
atmosphere. While it does not assure the
world that it will be forever free from the
fears and dangers of radioactive fallout from
atmospheric tests, 1t will greatly reduce the
numbers and dangers of such tests.’

I believe it is fair to say that, from
the President on down through all the
echelons of Government, those who have
been advocating the treaty have at-
tempted to caution eyeryone as to its

N
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limits, as well as stating lts assets. A
factual, fair, and open Dresentation has
been made.

No one can say what the future will
offer. No one can say whether the treaty
will work. The future is in the hands
of men who make decisions daily and
who may govern nations in the days to
come. .

As has been said, the treaty represents
a significant step, small though it may
be, and, as the Senator from Kansas has
so well pointed out once again, it repre-
sents a hope that mankind can reduce
the arms race, a hope that mankind may
be more rational, a hope that mankind
may find some understandings and
agreements that will lessen international
tensions.

Whether or not these hopes will be
realized, only God can say.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yleld.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota. At the
time when I raised the question about
the arms race, I did not realize we would

get as far afield as we did.
Mr. HOMPHREY. But it was in-
teresting.

Mr. MILLER. I concur in the state-
ments made by the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island; and it might be well
just to make a few replies for the record.
We weére asked whether anyone believes
that the present President of the United
Stafes, or former President Eisenhower
was selling out the United States.

I hope the Senator from Minnesota
will make clear, on behalf of all who are
jn favor of the treaty—and I know he
is in favor of it, and I hope any Senator
on the other side who has already com-
mitted himself as being against the
treaty will also make very clear, that
if there is any one thing on which all
agree, it is that no one has any monopoly
on patriotism or on devotion to world
peace or on Integrity. Certainly both
the most violent opponent, and the most
violent proponent share those charac-
teristics. So I do not believe we should
even ask whether anyone is question-
ing any Senator’s integrity or his desire
for peace or his patriotism. On this
treaty there wilil be honest differences of
conscientious opinion based upon judg-
ment.

Mi. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Towa knows that I fully agree with his
statement. At the beginning of my re-
marks I said that any differences Sen-
ators may have are not related to our
motives or our motivations, |

We have sworn_to uphold, preserve,
defend, and to protect the Constitution,
We have our constitutional responsibili-
ties. If Senators were not to be per-
mitted to express freely and openly their
points of view on this treaty, the Con-
stitution would never have required the
advice and consent of the Sénate. Noth-
ing in the Constitution indicates that
8 Senator is not patriotic if he disagrees
with the  President. The President,
being human, is of course, subject to
error and to misealculation. I am sure
every President of the United States does
the very best he can—within his ability,

A
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his experience, and his knowledge—for
this country. Senators have. both the
privilege and the responsibility to ex-
amine carefully into every aspect of all
proposed legislation and all proposals of
the Executive, including every treaty that
is sent, to us. 'Therefore, rather than be
eritical of Senators who may wish to
examine the treaty at some length, I
say more power to them, because that
process gives us an opportunity to have
a thoughtful and responsible debate on
this part of our foreign policy.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

The other point is that great emphasis
has been laid by some on the fact that
the treaty is substantially the same as
the treaty advanced by President Eisen-
hower, and by President Kennedy earlier
in his term. Therefore, I suppose, the
inference is that there is no reason why
it should not be approved by the Senate
today. I believe it should be pointed out
that—granted that all these treaties

are about the same—-changes have oc- -

curred since the treaty was first pro-
posed by President Eisenhower, and since
President Kennedy later proposed it—in
1961, I believe. :

For example, a massive series of at-
mospheric tests was made by the Soviet
Union in 1961. From them, they could
have obtained information—and we have
had testimony on this point—which
might have an impact on the security of
the United States. So the facts and cir-
cumstances have chahged.

There has also been the Cuban con-
frontation, in which the Soviet Union
had covertly put intemediate range bal-
iistic missiles into Cuba; and on that
point Gromyko lied in his teeth to the
President of the United States. Khru-
shchev said he would take the Soviet
troops out of Cuba, but he reneged on
that. Khrushchev also agreed to on-site
inspections in Cuba, but he also reneged
on that. So a few rather significant
changes have taken place since this
treaty first was proposed. Therefore, I
believe we should evaluate the treaty in
line with these changes, as well as in line
with the fact that Presidents of both
parties proposed such a treaty before
these changes occurred.

1 believe perhaps the final point should
be made that, to thé best of my knowl-
edge, T have not heard any Member of
the Senate indicate'a partisan attitude
on this matter. As a matter of fact, I
wish we could act as the Committee
of the Whole for the duration of this de-
bate, and entirely ignore our respective
party labels, becausé the treaty is com-
pletely outside the arena of partisan
politics. ;

T know the Senator from Minnesota
thoroughly agrees with me—as he did
earlier—that the treaty is not a partisan
matter. :

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to
ralse-——again—the dquestion of partisan
politics is really to set up another straw-
man. Everyone knows the treaty is not
a partisan matter.: The distinguished
minority leader [Mr. DIRkSEN] is being
exceedingly helpful, brave, and forth-
right in connection with our considera-
tion. of the treaty.

|
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I have repeatedly made clear, as have
all other Senators, that this is not a par-
tisan debate. Mr. President, the Senate
does not advise and consent to treaties,
under the constitutional provision, on a
partisan basis. The Senate does s0 on
the basis of the responsible position which
U.S. Senators hold. However, if there
need be further disavowal of any parti-
sanship in connection with our consid-
eration of the treaty, again I disavow it.
We realize that on both sides of the aisle
there are 'Senators who favor the treaty
and Senators who oppose it. So, Mr.
President, we can now settle, once and
for all, any question about a partisan
nature of this debate, by stating that the
treaty is not in the slightest respect a
partisan matter.

Mr., MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
order that the record may be adequate
and explicit with reference to the posi-
tion of the former President of the
United States on the subject of a nuclear
test ban, I invite the attention of Sena-
tors to the exhibits on pages 278 and 279
of the hearings before the Committee on
Foreign Relations relating to Executive
M, 88th Congress, 1st session.

First is the full text of President Ei-
senhower's April 13 letter to Premier
Nikita Khrushchev on a suspension of
the testing of nuclear weapons, from Au-
gusta, Ga., under the date of April 20,
1959. '

Second is the text of President Eisen-
hower’s letter to Khrushchev ' dated
Washington, May 1, which was released
from Denver, Colo., o May 16. I be-
lieve those two letters will clarily any
differences that there may have been be~
tween the proposal before the BSenate
and those advanced by the former Presi-
dent of the United States. I should like
to make clear that the former President
was seeking, with all the influence and
power at his command, to negotiate, first,
a nuclear test ban treaty of a compre-
hensive nature, and, second, one of a
limited nature. In his letter of May 5,
1959, speaking to Khrushchev, President
Eisenhower said-—

I would again propose that toward this
end we take now the first and readily attain-
able step of an agreed suspension of nuclear
weapons tests in the atmosphere here up to
the greatest height to which effectlve con-

trols can under present clrcumstances be
extended.

In his letter of April 13, the former
President of the United States said:

The United States strongly seeks a lasting
agreement for the discontinuance of nuclear
weapons tests. We believe that this would
be an important step toward reducticn of in-~
ternational tensions and would open the way
to further agreement on substantial meas-
ures of disarmament.

The full text of_the letter outlines the
details of President Eisemhower’s pro-
posals.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the letters of President Eisen-
hower be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: -
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AUGUSTA, Ga., April 20, 1959.—~Following
is the text of President Elsenhower’s April
13 letter to Premier Nikita S. Khr eV on
& suspension of ‘tests of nuclear weapons:

"DEAR. Mg, CHAIRMAN: Today the Geneva
negotiations for the, discontinuance of nu-
clear weapons tests are resuming. During the
recess I have considered where we stood in
these negotiations and what the prospects
are_for the successtul conclusion which I
earnestly desire. I have also talked with
Prime Minister Macmillan, who reported to
me of his frank disqussions on this matter
with you. e ;-

“The Unlted States strongly seeks g, lasting
agréement for the discontinuance of nuclear
Wweapons tests. We belleve that this would
be an important step toward reduction of
international tenslons and would open the

© way ‘to further agreement on substantial

AN

" of action,

measures of disarmament. .

. “Such. an_ agreement must, however, be
subject to fully eflective safeguards to insure
the security interests of all barties, and we
belleve that present proposals of the Soviet
Union, fall_short of Jproviding assurance of
the type of effective control in which all
bartles can bhave confidence; therefore, no
basis for agreement 1s now in’ sight,

“In my view, these negotiations must not
be permitted completely to fail. If indeed
the Soviet Unlon insists on the veto on the
factfinding activities of the control system,
with regard to possible underground detona.
tlons, I belleve that there is. a way in which
we can hold fast to the progress already made
in these negotiations and no longer delay in
putting into effect the initial agreements
which are within Qur grasp. Could we not,
Mr. Chairman, put the agreement into effect
in phases ‘beginning with a prohibition of
nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere?
A simplified control system for atmospheric
tests up to 50 kilometers could be readily de-
rived from the Geneva experts’ report, and
would not require the automatic onsite in-
spection which created the major stumbling-

Jblock In the negotiations so far.

“My representative 1s putting forward this
Suggestion in Geneva_ today. I urge your
serlous consideration of this possible course
If you are prepared to change
your present position on the veto, on pro-
cedures for onsite. inspection and
discussion of concrete measured for high-al-
titude detection, we can of course proceed

vpromp‘tl'y in ‘the hope of concluding the ne-
-gotlation of a comprehensive agreement for

sugpension of nuclear weapons tests. If you
are not yet ready to go this far, then I pro-
pose that we take the first and readily at-
talnable step of an agreed suspension of nu-

clear weapon tests in the atmosphere up to

. 60 kilometers while the political and ‘tech-

nical problems associated with control of un-

' derground and outer gpace tests are being

resolved, If we could .agree to such Initial
implementation of the frst—and I might
add the most important—phase of a test
suspension agreement, our negotiators could
continue to explore with new hope the po-
litical and technical problems involved in

_extending the agreement as quickly as pos-

slble fo cover all nuclear weapons testing.
Meanwhile, fear of unrestricted resumption
of nuclear weapons testing ‘with attendant
additions to levels of radioactivity, would be
allayed, and we would_be gaining practical
experience and confldence in the operation
of an International control system.

“I trust that one of these paths to agree-

»F0E0E will commend. ltself to you and permit

the Fesuming nepotiations to make &, far.
redching response to the hopes of mankind,
“Sincerely,

» “DWIGHT D. EISENHOWEE{?

on early.
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EISENHOWER LETTER ON NUCLEAR, TEST BAX.

.THE TEXT OF THE PRESIDENT'S LETTER TO
KHRUSHCHEV

DENVER, May 16—The text of Presldent
Eisenhower’s letter to' Premier Nikita S.
Khrushchev, dated from Washington May 5,
follows:

“DEAR MR, CHAXRMAN: I have your reply to
my communication of April 13 in which T
suggested ways in which we might move
more rapidly toward the achlevement for
the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests
under adequately safeguarded conditions. I
do not disagree with your statement of the
need to conclude a treaty which would pro-
vide for the cessation of all types of nuclear
weapons tests in the air, on the ground,
underwater, and at high altitudes. This is
the objective I proposed last August, which
my representatives at Geneva have sought
since the beginning of negotiations there
and which in my most recent letter I re-
affirmed as the goal of the United States.
I sincerely hope that your afirmation of this
objective will prove to me that you would
now be willing to accept the essential ele-
ments of control which would make this
possible.

“You refer to the Possibility mentioned
by Prime Minister Macmillan for carrying
out each year a certain number of previ-
ously determined inspections. I have also
been informed that your representative at
the Geneva Conference has formally pro-
bosed that agreement be reached on the
carrying out annually of a predetermined
number of inspections both on the territory
of the Soviet Union and on the territories
of the United States, the United Kingdom,
and their possessions. In keeping with our
desire to consider all possible approaches
which could lead to agreement for discontin-
uance of nuclear weapons tests with effec-
tive control, the United States is prepared to
explore this proposal through our repre-
sentatives in the negotiations at Geneva,

“In particular, it will be hecessary to ex-
plore the views of the Soviet Government on
the voting arrangements under which this
and other essentlal elements of control will
be carried out, the criteria which will afford
the basis for inspection and the arrange-
ments which you would be prepared to ac-
cept to assure timely access to the site of
unidentified events that could be suspected
of being nuclear explosions. It will be
necessary to know, also, the scientific basls
upon which such number of Inspections
would be determined and how it would be
related to the detection capabilities of the
control system.

“I have noted your understanding that
these inspections would not be numerous.

The United States has not envisaged an un-

limlted number of inspections but adheres
to the concept that the number should be
In appropriate relations to sclentific facts
and detection capabilities.

“As I stated in my last communication, if
you are prepared to change your present
position on the veto on procedures for on-
site inspection, and on early discussions of
concrete measures for high-altitude inspec~
tion, we can proceed promptly in the hope
of concluding the negotigtion of a compre-
hensive agreement for suspension of nuclear
weapons tests. I hope that your position on
these basic issues will change sufficlently to
make this possible.

“There are reports that your representa-
tive in Geneva has given some reason for
thinking the Soviet Government may be pre-
pared to modify its appFoach regarding these
questions. If this should prove not to be the
case, however, I could not accept a situation
in which we would do nothing, *

“In that event I would wish to urge your

. renewed consideration of my alternative pro-

Fa

- 15751

posal. It is that, starting now, we register
and put into effect agreements looking to-
ward the permanent discontinuance -of all
nuclear weapons tests in phases, expanding
the agreement as rapidly as corresponding
measures of control can be incorporated in
the treaty.

“I would again propose that toward this
end we take now the first and readily attaln~
able step of an agreed suspension of nuclear
weapons tests in the atmosphere here up to
the greatest height to which effective con-
trols can under present circumstances be ex-
tended. In my communiecation of April 18
I suggested that the first phase of such an
agreeemnt should extend to the altitude for
which controls were agreed upon by the Ge-
neva Conferences. We would welcome dis-
cusslons of the Teasibility of the present time
of extending the Arst phase atmospheric
agreement to higher altitudes and our repre-
sentatives in the present negotiations at Ge-
neva are prepared to discuss the technical
means for controlling such an agreement.

“It is precisely because of my deep desire
for a completé discontinuance of nuclear
weapons tests that I urge again that you ei-
ther accept the measure of control that will
make such an agreement possible now or, as
8 minimum, that you join now in the first
step toward this end which is within our
reach. Such a step would assure that no
time will be lost in setting up the elements
of the system already substantially agreed
and In stopping all tests that can be brought
under control. While this is being done our
negotiators would continue to explore the
problems involved in extending the agree-
ment to other weapons tests as quickly as
adequate controls can be devised and agreed
upon,

“Sincerely,
“DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER.”

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Those of us who have
followed this subject for years well re-
member the efforts of President Eisen-
hower in trying to obtain some sort of
treaty in regard to testing. At present
many people are writing to me and ask-
ing questions. One of the questions fre-
quently asked is as follows: “How does it
happen that Mr. Khrushchey would not
agree to a treaty in 1958 and 1959, and
now he seems to be enthusiastic about
a treaty?”

It would be helpful if the Senator
could give me some enlightment on that
poixit, 50 that at least I can answer my
mail,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Kansas. He has placed far too
much confidence in me, although his
flattery makes me feel very well. I shall
discuss what I believe are some of the
motivations, as I see them, of the Soviet
Union for being willing to sign the treaty.
I note again the testimony of Dr, York,
who, by the way, is considered one of the
outstanding scientists. AIl during the
1940°s and during the administration of
President Eisenhower he made and con-
tinues to make a great contribution to
his country.

The thrust of Dr. York’s testimony was
to the effect that while we may be able
to build bigger bombs and more weapons,
and to increase our milltary strength, we
do not necessarily increase our security.,
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For example, during the late 1940’s, when
we had a monopoly on atomic weapolls,
and during the 1950°s, when we were far
out in atomic weapons, we saw the gap of
our security being closed even as we
stepped up our pace to improve our
atomic weaponry. In other words, even
as we stepped up our efforts, the Russians
were stepping up their efforts. While we
were building bigger bombs, going away
from the kiloton range in fissionable ma-
terial to the megaton range in fusion
bombs, and acquiring hundreds and
‘thousands of such weapons, supposedly
giving us unbelievable power-—and they
do give us unbelievable power—our Seé-
curity has not increased in direct pro-
portion to the welght of the bombs or
the yield of the bombs. We were much
stronger in the 1950’s vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union than we are today even though
we have a great arsenal of weapons.

T belleve the Soviets may very well
have come to the conclusion that they
have enough weapons adequately to de-
fend themselves, just as I hope we have
came to the conclusion that we, too, have
eneugh weapons adequately to defend
ourselves. Possibly that within itself is
one of the reasons why the Sovlets have

given favorable consideration to the
treaty. But that is a subject I shall dis-
cuss in more detail later.

‘What I am most impressed about from
the testimony—and it is a large volume
of testimony—is the fact thaf, with few
exceptions, the witnesses who appeared
before the committee supported the
treaty. They supported the treaty re-
gardless of their politics, their occupa-
tion, or their professicn. Some were in
opposition. Those few in opposition were
glven a full hearing. But those who were
in opposition were, to my mind, fully
refuted by those who supported the
treaty. There was excellent testimony
from many scientists. I think it could
be sald that if one were in a court of
1aw, he would judge from the evidence
that was placed before the committee
that the overwhelming burden and
welght of the evidence was in support
of the treaty and not opposed to it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yleld to the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator has
made a very fine point relative to the
preponderance of the evidence. In effect,
he said that the overwhelming prepon-
derance of the evidence was in support
of the treaty. That was true from the
scientific level, the military level, and the
public level, was it not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. )

Mr. SPARKMAN. We hear a great
deal of talk about our mflitary being op-
posed to the treaty. Is 1t not true that
the overwhelming evidence of the mili-
tary supported the treaty? Under our
system of government, the military lead-
ership is the chalrman of'the J oint Chiefs
of Staff and the membérs of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Did they not testify that
they participated In the negotiations,
that they helped to write the instructions
that Mr. Harrlman carried to Moscow
with him, that they were kept advised
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of the wording of the treaty as it devel-
oped, and that they approved it?

wvr. HUMPHREY. The -Senator is
absolutely correct. The Senator may
well recall the testimony of the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps, General
Shoup, who testified. that he was kept
fully apprised of the negotiations, even
up to the very time that the initialling of
the document took place. -

Mr. SPARKMAN, - Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for another question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. . Iyield.

Mr. SPARKMAN.. The Senator has
pus into the REecorp, some of the docu-
ments relating to the proposal by Presi~
dent Eisenhower showing the similarity
of the proposal of President Eisenhower
to that of President Kennedy. Does not
the Senator also recall the testimony of
Dr. Kistiakowsky?

Mr. HUMPHREY.: Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. | As I recall, he was
President Eisenhower’s consultant.

Mr. HUMPHREY. He was his science
adviser. . |

Mr. SPARKMAN, Dr. Kistiakowsky
testified that he was present in 1959
when the treaty wag submitted, and that
there was practically no difference be-
tween the effect of that proposal and the
present proposal.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct. Again I believe these references
help to document the record that those
officials who have had the responsibility
for the security of our country and the
direction of our foreign policy have fully
supported the type of proposal and the
objectives of the proposal in the treaty
that is now before the Senate.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The testimony by
Dr. Kistiakowsky may be found begin-
ning on page 852 of the hearings.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Alabama. .

Mr. President, what all of this leads
up to is the fact that those individuals
who either are now or have been pri-
rnarily responsible for the military secu-
ritey of the United States have testified
in support of ratification.

The doubts have been weighed and
evaluated by those individuals. What
doubts they have had have been recon-
ciled in behalf of the treaty, because the
adventages of the treaty to our country
outweigh what they consider to be its
lirnitations.

The individuals to whom I have re-
ferred include, among others, the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the present and former Director of De-
fense Research, the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency, and
the former science adviser to President
Eisenhower.

Let us be perfectly clear about their
testimony.

T have said in this debate that I wanted
my remarks to g prudent; and I trust
responsible, to the point, and conserva-
tive in terms of their implications relat-
ing to the meaning of this treaty.

Not one of the witnesses said there
were no risks involved in ratifying the
treaty. But each one did say these risks
were far less than those encountered by
not ratifying it.: Every Senator knows

i
!
|
i
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that others testified in opposition to the
treaty. Butitis incontestible that those
scientists, Government, officials, and mili-
tary officers supporting the treaty were
precisely those with access to the latest
and most comprehensive intelligence and
scientific data on which to reach the
most balanced conclusion.

"That is an important statement, be-
cause some of the testimony in cpposi-
tion to the treaty was not based upon the
Jatest intelligence information. This

“point has not been fully made. The wit-

nesses who supported the treaty—who
came from the scientific community and
from the military in the months of Sep-
tember and August, 1963—had full access
to the latest intelligence and seientific
data. At least one or more of the wit-
nesses i opposition did not.

I have gone through the testimony.
First, I was a participant in the hear-
ings. I attended most of the hearings,
although there were some 1 could mot
attend. I have gone through every page
of this document which comprises the
hearings, a copy of which is before each
Senator. I have studied this volume of
hearings. I can say, in all good con-
science, that this testimony should set
aside any honest concern any conscien-
tious Senator feels with regard to the
military security of this Nation, insofar
as the impact of the treaty is concerned.

On the basis of this testimony, I have
no reasonable basis for concluding that
ratification of this treaty would expose
the United States to unacceptable roili-
tary risks.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE, There is a theme
which has been consistently voiced by
eritics of the treaty. It was voiced re-
cently by a Wisconsin newspaper, which
also carried an excellent article by the
Senator from Minnesota defending the
treaty. On the basis of that theme the
Wisconsin newspaper has taken a posi-
tion against ratification of the treaty.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was not very per-
suasive, then, was I?

Mr. PROXMIRE, This is, of course, an
issue as to which there are many reasons
for taking a position.

T know the Senator will deal with the
theme in his speech, or perhaps he has
already dealt with it. He is an expert
on the subject. The theme to which I
refer is the argument that the Russians
cannot be trusted.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. .

Mr. PROXMIRE. The editorial finally
concluded that the United States should
not adopt or ratify the treaty because
the Russians could not be trusted.

In the article written by the Senator
from Minnesota, the Senator said that
this was irrelevant. The treaty is not
based on trust, as I understand, but is
based on our monitoring devices and our
capacity to detect any test conducted
by the Russians.

1s it not true, however, that it would
be possible for the Russians to engage in
subkiloton testing, testing of weapons of
less than 1 kiloton, in the atmosphere?
Could they not engage in some tests
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which might be yseful to them which we
" eould nof detect?.

Mr, HUMPHREY. That is a possibil-

Ity. There .was testimony concerning
. this by the scientists—not by the Sena-
tor from. Minnesota [Mr, HuMpHREY],
but by men who have developed the
weapons now. in. our nuclear arsenal.
They are the most able atomie scientists
in the world, The testimony was to the
effect that such clandestine tests, if un-
dértaken by the Soyiet Union—at great
risk, I add, of being caught—would allow
little or no military advantage to them.
That is what, they said—*“little or no mili-
tary advantage to them.” -

I was going into g discussion of that
‘point in my prepared statement today.
I will say now that we do not base the
treaty on fgith, hope, and charity, The
treaty is not based upon any great love
for or respect for the officials of the So-
viet Union, The treaty is not hasedupon
any regard for their yeracity or for their
Tecord of fulfillment of treaty obliga~
tions. . . . :

-The treaty 1s based upon what we con-
sider to be mutual advantages to the
United States, to the Soviet Unlon, to the
United Kingdom, and to other signatory
nations. _ - > s e
- Any treaty which does not offer ad-
-vantages is seldom kept. Seldom is it
worth the paper it is written on. A na-
tlon does not sign a_ treaty merely for
an exercise in penmanship. A nation
slgns a treaty because it seems to have
something within its context which is to
its advantage, or meets some of the na-
tion’s needs, _ o e

Furthermore, the detection, identifi-
catlon, and monitoring in respect to the
treaty, relating to nuclear explosions, is
not to be done by an international
agency. We will not rely upon the So-
viet Union. . We will not give the Soviet
Union a vefo. We will rely upon our
OWH. national _system of verification,
identification, and monitoring. We have
spent hundreds of millons of dollars to
develop such a system, and” 1t is g good
system. Every Senator knows it is a
good system, :

"'Those of us who have seen the reports
from the Atomic Energy Commission,
from, the Alr Force, and from the Cen-~
tral Intelligence Agency with regard to
Soviet tests get those reports as the re-
sult of our Inonitoring, identification,
and verification system. This 1s the
onéy way we can know how many tests
the Soviets bayve conducted. We seem
to be falrly sure as to how many weap-
ons or devices they have exploded or set
off In the atmosphere, under ground,
under water, or in outer space. - Why are
we sure about these things? Because we
have developed a system which is a rea-
sonably reliable one. .

~No one would say it is absolutely per-
-fect. Of course, that would be ridicu-~
lous. There 1s not a man in America
who can say that he can. walk out of a
door and be safe. But the odds are that
he can. . o

“There is no guarantee that everything
will_be perfect. Those who want that

ind of guarantee are in the wrong en-
vironment; they should be in heaven,
hot on earth, . e

~
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld further?

Mr, HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct in that regard. Risks
are involved, no matter what course we
follow. There are terrible risks of nu-
clear accident or catastrophe of some

‘kind if there is not at least some begin-

ning toward control. .
What I should like to ask the Senator
relates to trying to assess the risks in-
volved under this particular treaty. I
understand, for example, that there are
three possible ways under this treaty in
which the Soviet Union, allegedly, could

-test, in the atmosphere without being

detected. ‘These illegal tests might
give the Soviet Union an opportunity to
advance its art, to advance its knowl-
edge, and advance itg military capabil~
ity, as compared to ours.

First, they could test out subkiloton
explosions and antimissile systems to the
extent of determining how a nuclear ex-

.plosion, even a subkiloton explosion,

might distort our capability to determine
the path of incoming missiles, It was as-
serted that we have not conducted those
tests to the extent that we would have
liked.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Tt depends on who
said we have not conducted these tests
to the extent that we would have liked.
There are some who say there is no
limit to the number of tests we want to
conduct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iam referring to Dr,
Edward Teller, who, I think, raised sev-
eral profound and disturbing questions
I am sure the Senator will agree—in the
hearings. One of the questions he raised
relates to what tests we had planned that
we now will cancel in view of the pro-
posed agreement. As I understand, the
tests which he said we had blanned in-
cluded tests which would develop our
skill in detecting incoming missiles and
permit us to develop a better antimissile
system. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. - We shall have to

explore this area in some detail, because-

Dr. Edward Teller made several points,
or attempted to make several points, re-
lating to the antimissile system. I be-
lieve his testimony was fully answered.
His testimony was more than fully an-
swered by Dr. Brown, Dr. Bradbury, Dr.
York, and Dr. Kistiakowsky. There are
those who finally disputed Dr. Teller’s
knowledge of antiballistic missile devel-
obment.

I do not claim to know anything about
the scientific arguments, and I shall
not argue with Dr. Teller, but the argu-
ment that was advanced by eminent
scientists, men like Dr. Brown, who is a
man of great competence, answered the
argument of those opposed to the treaty.
Dr. Brown has access to the latest in-
telligence information. Regrettably, Dr.
Teller does not, because he is not in a
position where the latest intelligence in-
formation is available,

" The Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFIELD] put this case right to Dr.
Brown. He said;

Dr. Teller on yesterday made a statement

which you have referred to, which you have

enswered in part, at legst, during the course

o
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of the questions asked this morning, but I
want to ask a question verbatim because your
name is mentioned,

Mr. PROXMIRE, What page is the
Senator reading from?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Page 557 of the
hearings. I continue to read:

I quote: “I would like to ask"—this is Dr,
Teller speaking:

“I would like to ask you to question wit-
nesses, Dr. Brown, as well, who has the re-
sponsibility in this matter, as advisers of the
Government, what tests, what atmospheric
tests, have we blanned. Why have we
planned them? - Why did we feel that we need
them for ballistic missile defense, and for
the insurance of our retaliatory capability?
What would ‘happen If we did not carry out
these tests?” .

Dr. BROWN. Yes, sir, It is a serles of ques-
tlons. I win try to answer them.

I cannot desecribe in Individual detail the
tests In open sesslon, but I can tell you what
kinds they were. They were, the tests which
were planned, are planned, if atmospheric
testing is resumed, and for which prepara-
tions are being made, include tests on the
effects of surface shots on hard sites.

They are large tests, hundreds of kilotons,
and of course, would be easily detectable.

They include tests on the effects of nuclear
explosions in the atmosphere on blackout,
and tests on the effects of nuclear explosions
on reentry vehicles.

Some of this lnformgtlon can be obtained
by undergound tests but much of it cannot
and the information can be gotten better
Ifrom atmospherie tests. If the atmospheric
tests are not conducted, we are golng to go
ahead and design our systems so that these
uncertainties, which could be reduced with
atmospheric tests, are compensated for b
the design of the systems, and that is what
Wwe would have planned to do anyway.

This way we will have to compensate for
slightly greater uncertainties. But there are
some uncertainties that we can't compensate
for no matter how many atmospheric nuclear
tests were done. .

We don’t know how big the Soviet war-
heads will be in 1970, we don’t know how
accuracy will be In 1970. We
don’t know how vulnerable their incoming
vehicles will be,

We have to design our systems around
those uncertainties, and we will, we will de-
sign them, if necessary, around the remain-
ing uncertainties in nuclear effects, we have
already been doing so.

The testimony continues, Dr. Brown.
corroborates the testimony of Secretary
McNamara that in the antiballistic mis-
sile field we have considerable informa
tion, and denied that we had inferior
knowledge as compard to the Soviet
Union,

Later, Dr. Kistiakowsky, as did Dr.
York, both eminent scientists, stated it
seems to be extremely difficult to build
an antimissile system that can stop
Penetration of an enemy’s ballistic mis-
sile system, and that it was felt we must
build an effective missile system,

I say to the Senator from Wisconsin
that the best answer ig to read the testi-
mony and satisfy himself. He is not
going to be satisfied by the statements
of the gentleman from Minnesota,
HuserT HUMPHREY, nor should he. I am
no expert in this field. The Senator
should not take my word for it. But
I suggest to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin, who is a thorough student, a man
who does his homework, that he read the
testimony of Dr, Teller and Dr, Foster
F T L Mg v R s d0 Tt U
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on one side, and Dr. Bradbury, of Los
Alamos, Dr. York, former research de-
fense adviser for the Eisenhower admin-
istration, Dr. Kistlakowsky, and Dr.
Harold Brown. There are at least six
or seven scientists, everyone of them

competent, everyone of whom has made

a great contribution to this country.

As a Senator who is not a nuclear
physicist or a sclentist, I must look at
the testimony and ask, “Which of these
men seems to make the most plausible
argument?”

It seems to me that when one hears
or reads the testimony he must be moved
very much and influenced by the wise
and responsible words of Dr. Kistiakow-
sky and Dr., York, These are not men
who mow work for the Government.
They have worked for the Government,
as has Dr. Teller, but they have occupied
key positions in the nuclear weaponry
field of the Government of the United
States.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Minnesota is correct. The record-of the
hearings should be read carefully. Ihave
been doing it. I have almost completed
reading the record of the hearings. Of-
ten hearings are so voluminous that it
is impossible for a Senator to read them,
but this is the most important deeision
“that will be made in the 6 years I have
been in the Senate, and I want to read
the more than 1,000 pages of hearings
very carefully.

I value very highly the opinion of the
Senator from Minnesota. He has been
my leader in the field of arms control.
He is one of the best informed men in
the country. As a Senator who must
make up his own mind, I want to get a
balanced view, and not merely tlie views
of scientists or physicists. Responsible,
sincere patriots came before the commit-

tee. Some say the treaty is bad, and:

some say it is good. We cannot defer to
an opinion merely because of one’s au-
thority or position. We must make up
our own minds. I am sure the Senator
will agree.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor for his kind remarks.

I note for the information of the Sen-
ator that at page 852 of the hearings
begins the testimony of Dr. George B.
Kistiakowsky, of Harvard University.
On page 854 he discusses breakthroughs
in design of warheads for penetration,
relating to antiballistic missile systems
and advances in distinguishing between
decoys and incoming weapons, which re-
lates to radar and nuclear warheads. He
comments on an antiballistic missile sys-
tem.

Listen to this testimony. 'This is Dr.
Kistiakowsky, who, more than any other
witness, impressed me. I was impressed
by his Solomon-like characteristics. He
seemed like a wise man, and seemed to
me a very prudent, cautious, responsible
man. All witnesses would fall within
that category, but this witness more than
any bther. Here {s what he had to say:

Much has beeen made 6 the necessity to
actually exercise any ABM system if it is to
be effective when neéeded. I would make the
following observations With respect to this
argument.

First, such tests are not likely to be very
productive even with the best of efforts since
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they must be conducted against one's own,
and not the adversary’s, warheads. One can
have as much, perhaps even more, confidence
Ifrom underground nuclaar explosions,

erly instrumented, and ABM eXercises that.
do not actually involve detonating warheads
if coupled with g careful and continuing the--
orefical annalysis taking into account all that-

1s known from intelligence sources regarding
the adversary’s missiles,

Second, the same digacdvantages, If indeed
there are any, in not exercising a system will
apply equally to the Soviet Union.

Before leaving the ABM problem, which
seems to be, perhaps, the issue of greatest
concern to those who question the wisdom
of the treaty, I would like to make one other
observation. I am not really intimately fa-
milisr with this important problem in all its
technical detalls. Neither have been most
of the other witnesses who have been heard.
I would therefore urge that the committee
give special weight to the testimony of Har-
old Brown, who, to my knowledge, 1s the only
witness go far heard: who can speak with
real authority regarding the total ABM prob-
lem, and the related q@evelopments in offen-
sive systems. He has fccess to all of the in-
telligence regarding Soviet activittes and all
of the expertise in the United States on our
future capabilities that relate to the prob-
lem.

Based on my own knowledge, I believe it
very likely that the offense has now, and with
even only moderate efforts to counter ABM
development, will continue to have, a com-
manding lead over the defense for as far Into
the future as we can foresee.

If we go back to:the testimony of Dr.
Brown, at about page 528, we find that
Dir. Brown had a great deal to say about
the antiballistic missile system. His
testimony is too long to read. Dr. Brown
points out that we have considerable
knowledge in this area. We have the

capability to develdp such a system; but,

like Dr. Kistiakowsky, Dr. Brown feels
that the offense will always have: the
advantage in this area over the defense.
I want the REcorp to note the extensive
testimony of Dr. Brown, who was ques-
tioned at length by the members of the
committee.

Dr..¥York had this to say, at page 758
of the hearings:

However, I am vety much more optimistic
with regard to whgt human ingennity can
accomplish in the way off designing ballistic
missiles ‘which can easily beat or penetrate
any antiballistic missile system. The race
between offense and defense is a race between
a tortolse and a hare and If only the hare

does nat go to sléep, the tortoise has no
chance.

Therefore, in compectlon with the so-called
Soviet antiballisti¢ missile problem, I be-
lieve the concern e;rpressed by many is mis-
placed and that primary emphasis should be
placed on making sure that our own ballistic
missiles will penetrate, and not placed on the
question of preclsely where we stand vis-a-vis
tne Soviets in the development of antiballis~
tic missiles themsejves.

. The matter of; penetration has noth-
ing to do with warheads. It has some-
thing to do with rockets, with the thrust,
with the radar system, with the comput-
ers, and the other facets which Secre-
tary McNamara |described.

Therefore, as & Senator, and as a lay-
man who has lifnited technical compe-
tence, I must ask, Whom am I to believe?
‘What evidence must I consider? When
I hear the testimony of the Secretary of
Defense who is &t the head of the great-
est research department in the world,

;
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when I hear the head of the Los Alamos
Laboratory, who is the director of the
research for the Department of Defense;
when I hear Dr. Harold Brown, who was
a collaborator and partner with Dr.
Teller in the development of the hydro-~
gen bomb; when I hear Dr. York, who
was with President Eisenhower as Direc~
tor of Defense Research; when I hear
Dr, Kistiakowsky, who is the science ad-
viser to the President and one of the
greatest scientists in the world; and
when they all stand on one side and say
this treaty is to our advantage and should
be ratified, and when they say the prob-
lem is not the antiballistic missile sys-
tem, but it is a matter of perfecting the
offensive, all I can do is consider the tes-
timony and come to the conclusion that .
on the antiballistic missile itegn, at least,
the proponents of the treaty have hhe
better of the argument.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator makes
a conclusive answer, but I feel thal we
must evaluate the position of the propo-

. nents of the treaty. It is true that they

have a preponderance in numbers.
There is one more thing which, if if does
not puzzle Senators, at least gives them
some pause, and that is that there must
be a subtle evaluation of the testimony
of the administration witnesses after the
treaty has been initialed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The fact is that

there is a commitment. We cannot ex~
pect anyone working in the Defense De~
partment or in the Military Establish~
ment to come before the Senate commit~
tees and say, “We advise you'not to sup-
port the President, not to support the
position already taken by the administra~
tion; our position is that this treaty is
unwise.”
"~ At least one member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General LeMay, indi-
cated some hesitation about it. But
there is a feeling that the testimony of
Dr. Brown, who is under the orders of
Secretary MoNamayra——-

Mr. HUMPHREY. He is a civilian.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is. true, but
he is still under the direction and disci-
pline of the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Dr.Brown does not
need the job,

Mr. PROXMIRE, ‘I am sure of that.

Mr. HUMPHREY. He can leave this
Government and get five times the money
he is now getting in the Federal Gavern~
ment service.

. Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator makes.
a point. )

Mr. HUMPHREY. He is where he is
because he loves his ccuntry, and he is
putting his brilliance at the serviece of his
country. Any one of these scientists
could leave the Government service and
get five times the income they now get.

I know what the Senator has in mind.
Dr. Brown is a man of the highest
professional and ethical standards. He
has a great reputation, which is a part
of his character and a part of his back-
ground; and ho one can tell him how he
is to testify.

By the time Senators get through
working a witness over, if he is trying to
take a position only to please Secretary
McNamara or President Kennedy, he
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will be caught The best way not to’

- get caught is to tell the truth,  No man
has a greater reputation than Dr, Brown.

- The same is true of Dr. Teller, I.do not

question Dr. Teller's motivation and

" sense of integrity. Why should I? This

)

man has done a great deal for our coun-
try. He ought to be honored, instead of
abused. He has a point of view, But he
has a minority point of view.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The most disturb-
Ing point raised by Dr. Teller is that we
have been consistently wrong in our in-
telligence estimates of the Soviet Union’s
capacity and of our own capacity. In
1945, 1946, and 1947, after we had de-
veloped the atomic bomb we were told
by our outstanding experts that we could
not develop the hydrogen bomb. We did
t. We were told that the Soviet Union
probably could not develop an atomic
bomb for many years. They did it in 4
years. -We were told that they could not
make the hydrogen bomb for many
yeaxi*_’s, but they did it. They beat us
to i

Mr. HUMPHREY Mr. President, will
the Senator hold up on that point for a
moment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should . like to

“make my point; then I will hold up on it.
It seems to'me that the areas in which
intelligence is likely to be most vulner-
_able and most likely in error is in trying
to estimate the knowledge that a poten-
tial enemy may have and his capacity
to develop his knowledge in this fleld,
which has been proceeding at such a
rapid page.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The scientists who
have advised, this Government have not
‘underestimated what the Soviet Union
chn do. Those who write press releases

~or make speBches, and the commentators,
nmiight have underestimated what the So-
viet Union can do, because the favorite
pasttime in the United States Is to make
the Communists look either like pygmies
or glants; to make them look either 2-
feet tall or  10-feet tall. They are
neither. They are people. They have

- able scientists,

The U.S, Government has madé it quite

" Glear throughout the years that the So-

vilet Union wag perfectly capable of de-
‘yeloping an atom bomb. So are Israel,

 Egypt, and Formosa, if they are given

the resources. ‘ }

‘Mr. PROXMIRE. Buat the estimates
of time were cruclal and they were far
off.

‘Mr. HUMPHREY. Estimates of time
are matters of human judgment. For
example, we were wrong in our estimate
of the time the Soviet Union would need
to develop an atom bomb. That is un-
- derstandable,

. ButIadd, further, that even if we had
a test breakthrough—and I shall discuss
this point later—it takes time to be able

. to interpret what such a test means, to

~develop into weaponry the Information
gained from such a test, to get the weap-
on into the arsenal, and to phase it into
military strategy.

.One final point ought to be made.
1Who really believes that any nation can
win a nuclear war? We discuss this sub-
Ject as though it were a game of ping-

No. 142——5

o

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 : CIA-RDP65B00383R000100210004-9°

Approved ’For Release 2004/03/11 : CIA-RDP65800383R0001 0021 0001 -9
CONGRESSION AL RECORD — SENATE

pong, a game of croquet or a game of
foothall, We speak of it as though some-
one will make a touchdown, and between
halves the coaches will get the team to-
gether, think up a new play, and then
come through with a touchdown that will
win the game.

We talk about exploding nueclear bombs
as though it were some form of sport.
We are talking not about life or death.
We are talking about death and destruc-
tion. We should put the discussign in
proper perspective. I do not speak in
criticism of the Senator from Wisconsin,

_I merely say that the discussion should

be on the merits of a test ban treaty.
We are not talking about outlawing
bows and arrows. We are not thinking
of a limitation on the number of deer
that can be shot next season. We are
talking about weapons in existence to-
day that are large enough to demolish
any city in the United States. We talk
about 100-megaton bombs. We talk
about knockmg out New York five times.

- There is no need to knock it out more

than once.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The danger of nu-
clear war might be greatly enhanced if
one side could obtain a sharp, decisive
advantage, particularly in the area of

.an antiballistic missile system so that

that side would be able virtually to elim-
inate the retaliatory power of the other
side. That ig the point of the analogy

- the Senator from Minnesota gave us,

which came from Dr. York, as to the
difference between offensive and defen-
sive wars; the race between the-tortoise
and the hare; if only the hare does not
go to sleep the tortoise has no chance,
The question may be raised, “Are we
going to act the part of the hare and
go to sleep by not testing ourselves, thus
giving tbe Soviet Union the advantage of
testing in the atmosphere in violation

.of the treaty?”

They may thus be enabled to develop
a perfect antiballistic missile defense
system which would give them a supreme
advantage and the opportunity to
achieve victory.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know the Sen-
ator’s question is directed in terms of
the elucidation of information, and not
argument.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ishall try to speak
to the point. It is possible that the So-
viets might test subkiloton devices or
weapons in the atmosphere and not be
caught. But there wil] be many win-
dowpeepers, many private eyes, looking
at. them, because at least 100 nations
will sign the treaty, and the risk of being
caught, if one is trying to make a break-

~through in science, is too much. A sig-

natory had better announce that in 90
days it will break the treaty; because
under the treaty, I believe there is the
right, for compelling reasons, for a na-
tion’s own security or its national needs,

. to serve notice that in 90 days it will

abrogate the treaty. During that period
of time, preparations for testing could
be made.

‘Why take a chance on acting secretly
when one can do what he wants to do
without acting secretly? The treaty
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prov1des for abrogatmn by us as well as
by other nations. It provides for a with-
drawal from the treaty. If a nation
abrogates the treaty, it runs the risk of
being caught, without at any time ob-
taining & decisive military advantage
from one little test or series of tests that
it might be able to make.

The only knowledge I have on this
subject is that obtained from the ex-
perts. Iheard the experts, those outside
the adminjstration, who came before the
committee at their own request or who
were asked by the committee to appear.

" Those experts told us that the possibil-

ities of decisive or significant military
advantage from the abrogation of the
treaty, sneakingly, were minimal. I
cannot believe that the risk involved
either in the cheating or the abrogation
is as great as the risk of unlimited test-
ing. That is what we are really dis-
cussing. We are not living in a world
where we can say_that no one is really
going to test, or that no one will test
without a treaty, and therefore every-
thing will be fine, If we do.not have a
treaty; it is entlrely probable that some
nation will<est,

If the Soviets test under the treaty,
the argument goes, the testing ought to
be wide open, as if we were not under
a treaty. Would not that be correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. And so could we.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And so could we.
So all that would remain would be to
continue the race again. That was the
burden or the heart of the testimony.

Under such competition, where we test,
they test, we test, and they test, no one
obtains a dec1s1ve advantage. In the
competition of testing, the gap between
our own superiority and the inferiority
of the Soviets has closed; and the more
they test, the less secunty there will be
in the world.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield?

- Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to
discuss one point that I understood the
Senator from Wisconsin to make; name-
ly, that the Soviets, by small tests, might
develop an anti-ballistic-missile system.~
The testimony is quite clear, from Dr.
York and Dr. Kistiakowsky, and others,
that the real problem in the field is not
the weapon itself—the nucleat warhead;
the real problem is in the field of detec-
tion or discrimination; of the weapon’s
oncoming speed; of the explosion. The
actual warhead is no problem. At one
point it was said that we have all the
warheads we need.

Mr. PROXMIRE. When I started my
questioning, I asked the Senator from
Minnesota about the possibility of sub-
kilotonic explosions being used to dis-
tract our capacity to determine thé path
of the incoming missile; of its being used
to destroy our ability to set up an anti-
ballistic-missile defense that would work.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It was also testi-
fied that we will pursue work on the anti-
ballistic-missile system within the limits

of the treaty, in order to test the pen-

etrability of our weapons. We have a
strong incentive to do everything we can
to develop an anti-ballistic-missile sys-

L
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tem that will have no less penetrability
than the Soviets have.

There is no intention on the part of
our scientists to desist from experiment-
ing to the limit of their capacity in the
development of techniques of an anti-
ballistic-missile system—the best we can
get.

Mr. PROXMIRE. But we would not
violate the treaty by testing subkiloton
bombs in the atmosphere. The Rus-
sians could. If they did, they could do
so without being detected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator is
making the efficiency of our own detec-
tion system a consideration, I can only
refer him to the testimony of Dr. North-
rup, who discussed the question in de-
tail. It was necessary for him to do so,
in executive session, because this is a
sensitive field, but the Senator might
read it if he wished to do so.

Dr. Northrop went into great de-
tail, in executive session, about what
is being done, what has already been
done, and what is being planned to
be done in regard to detection. He
said that if there has _been any
breakthrough in the whole gamut of ac~
tivities in this field, it has been in the
area of detection.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen-
ator. That is a very helpful answer. It
means that there is some question as to
whether a subkilotron explosion made
now might be detected by us. Russia
could not safely cheat. And in the
future any explosion of that sort would
be increasingly more likely to be de-
tected by us.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
It would have to be very subkilotron if
it were to go undetected. I believe it
would have to be much smaller than the
kind, for example, that was dropped in
the last World War. Dr. Northrop feels
that great progress has been made and
is being made in the field of detection—
both atmospheric, underground, and un-
derwater. That, unfortunately, was one
of the areas of testimony which they did
not wish to make public.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It should be made
clear to the Senator from Wisconsin
that he can.see this testimqny.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Berkner re-
port, of a few years ago, urnder the ad-
ministration of President Eisenhower,
stated that a considerable amount of
advance had occurred in the field of the
detection of nuclear explosions. The
whole area of selsmology has been up-
dated. We have devoted to this field
substantial amounts of our resources.
This is one of the “hush hush” topics,
and we can well understand why.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course.

Mr. HUMPHREY. But our Govern-
ment had a very good record in detecting
nuclear testing by the Soviet Union. Not
only do we know what tests have been
made;’ we also know where they took
place, the times, the sizes, the chemical
composition, the metallic construction,
the yield, and the other factors. This in-
formation was not obtained by us
through any sort of mysticism; it was
obtained through the processes of sci-
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ence. 'The Joint Chiéfs of Staff were
very reassuring on this point. The ex-
cellent report of the Committee on For-
eign Relations state, onpage 18:

The dangers of detection and the cost and
difficulty of testing in louter space would
tend to impose severe restrictions upon such
clandestine testing. Other clandestine tests
in the atmosphere or underwater, depending
upon their size, would involve a falrly high
probability of detection By our conventional
intelligence or our atomic energy detection
system. Moreover, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
consider the resulting prdgress which the So-
viets might make clandestinely to be a rela-
tively minor factor in relatlon to the overall
present and probable balance of military
strength if adequate saleguards are main-
tained. !

That means that the Joint Chiefs are
saying to the Senate, in conservative
language, “We have developed a very
reliable system of detection, verification
and identiflcation, and this system serves
as an additional protection in connection
with our adherence to the treaty.” °

If the Senator from Wisconsin will
read what the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee has suggested, I am
sure he will be very rhuch reassured by
the executive testimony.

Mr. PROXMIRE. As shown on page
467 of the hearings, Dr. Teller made an
interesting reply to Senator LonG:

Senator Lone. In the event they were able
to develop a missile defense against our bal-
listic missiles, ahd then proceed to breach
the treaty just long encugh to prove it out,
would there be time for us to do the same
thing after we found out that they had vio-
lated the treaty. :

Dr. TerLER. I am virtually certain there
would not be time endugh. We would be
lucky to get off to medningful testing in 8
months, whereas they, if they have indeed
perfected, Installed, but not completely prov-
en cut their antiballistic missile equipment,
they could abrogate the treaty in a day, use
the next week for 100, or 500 detonations,
and if they then find the results unsatls-

factory, they will have lost a treaty.

If they find it satisfgctory, they will have
won the world. :

That testimony seémed to me--com-
ing from Dr. Teller, the father of the
H-homb—-— o

Mr. HUMPHREY, I believe the
H-bomb has mahy, ;many parents.

Mr. PROXMIRE. .Yes; but certainly
he is one of the principal parents, and
is a man of responsibflity.

Mr. HUMPHREY. ' Indeed he is.

Mr. PROXMIRE. A His reply is very
disturbing, and would suggest that it is
possible—although unlikely—but possi-
ble that Russia could be in a position to
test during a period of a very few days,
and then find that their system worked,
and then initiate a ‘war in which they
would be fairly certain to impose on us
far, far more destrugtion than we would
impcse on them. .

1 recognize that any nuclear war
would be a terrible disaster for mankind.
But we are dealing with a different kind
of country in the Sgviet Union. These
people have for 45 years been brain-
washed with the not{on that Communist
domination—by for¢e and violence, if
necessary—is the wave of the future.

Mr. HUMPHREY. However, I point
out that Dr. Teller’s theoretical objec-
tion has been answered by some of his
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distinguished scientific colleagues. So
the question is, which scientists do we
believe?

Furthermore, even if a test were to
be made, it takes time to obtain such a
weapon. It takes from 3 to 5 years to
develop a weapon, after the test is made.

This matter has been testified {0 in
the committee. If we assume thal the
worst happens—that the Soviet Union
abrogates the treaty, makes a series of
tests—perhaps a great series of tests
such as the ones they made in 1961 and
1962—and makes a significant break-
through—we should realize that once
they have that scientific information,
they still must be able to put it into
what is called a weapons system, for the
purpose of weapons delivery.

Mr. PROXMIRE., But, as I under-
stand, that is not the way Dr. Teller
answered the question. He said he as-
sumed they would first develop the weap-
ons using undetectable subkiloton tests.
Then they would see whether they would
work. They would try them out; and,
if they did work, they would strike im-
mediately with them. In other words,
the weapon would be developed first;
then a test would be run, to perfect and
further refine the weapon. The test
would be to determine whether the weap-
ons would work; in fact. Once they
f)ound that they worked, “that would

e it.”

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Let me interrupt
at this point, to say that is not quite the
point, even under Dr, Teller’s testimony,
because the weapons must first be in-
stalled. As shown at the bottom of page
487, to which the Senator from Wiscon-~
sin has already referred, Dr, Teller said:

I am virtually certain there would not be
time enough. We would be lucky to get off to
meaningful testlng in 3 mont;hs, whereas

they, if they have indeed perfected, in-
stalled—

And so forth. Certainly such a sys-
tem would not be installed before it was
tested. That would be ridiculous. After
it is tested, it must be installed, by
whatever means one might undertake to
use. :

Mr. PROXMIRE. Read again what
Dr, Teller said. He said: “If they have
indeed perfected, installed,” he said “in-
stalled,” then they may test 100 to 500
detonations in & week. Then if it
works, for us: Doomsday. Dr. Teller’s
position is that they would be perfected
and installed before they were com-
pletely proven. -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Befcre they were
tested?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me add that I
believe Dr. York’s testimony is the real
answer. He pointed out that the only
possibility, in his opinion, of perfecting
an anti-ballistic-missile system is based
upon the assumption that the missiles
against which it was aimed remained
static over a long period, so that we
would know exactly what they were,
whereas, as a matter of fact, the missiles
and their delivery systerns are being
changed all the time. Certainly ours
are. being changed. This is one of the
reasons why he feels quite strongly that
an anti-ballistic-missile system can
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never hecome effective. That is why he

made the reference to the tortoise and
the hare,. In short, if the missile itself
is changed, the system which would have
been effective against it is, of course, no
longer applicable, There are new
guidance systems, and a very compli-
cated system of decoys. After a missile
is launched, at a certain point six or
eight decoys go off from it. How could
we stop such a missile when it was used

under conditions which he describes as .

making it virtually impossible to stop it.
I believe his testimony was that it is
virtually impossible to perfect an anti-
ballistic-missile system; and that al-
though we shall develop one, we shall do
it for the purpose of testing the penetra-
Jility of our owni missiles, not because we
‘believe we will stop theirs.

‘Mr. PROXMIRE. I presume, then,
that we assume that the Russians will
work on this, and that in the meanwhile
we will change our missiles and will per-
fect them and prove them, in under-

* ground tests, and will do everything else
we can, so that in the event our adver-
sary does perfect an anti-ballistic-mis-~
slle system, we will be prepared to

breach it with a devastating new offense,

Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is one of the
reasons why we are spending so much
money on this work, .

Mr. PROXMIRE. In other words, the
hare of U.S. nuclear offense will not go
to sleep, It will keep on running,

- Mr. FULBRIGHT, We are spending
approximately $400 million on an anti-
ballistic-missile system, partly with the
" idea we might stop theirs, but primarily
to_prove the effectiveness of our own
missiles, rather than merely to build and
to stockpile them. . .

Mr. HUMPHREY, The Senator may
recall my reading the testimony of Dr.
Harold Brown at the point at which he
sald that even with present knowledge,
recognizing that the nuclear warhead

. blast would have some effect upon an

anti-ballistic-missile system—we are try-
ing to build into our missiles the so-
called ABM system—those compensating
factors will not overcome all the lack of
knowledge we may have relating to such
subjects, for example, as blackout, nu-
clear blast, and other aspects that were
discussed, in his testimony.
- But Dr. York is not to be shunted aside
as an incompetent witness. He is rec-
ognized as one of the outstanding men
In the fleld of nuclear research and
weapon development. He had the fol-
lowing to say, as shown on page 763 of
“the hearings. He was talking about the
enti-ballistic-missile system:
" I think this Is a key question, because great
- emphasis has been given the ABM as being
the only solution to this whole problem and
one of the reasons we have been urged to
teject this ireaty by Dr. Teller and some
others, . ; o ’
:-Dr. YorK, Well, what I trled to say, Mr.
Chalrman, 1s that I doubt very much indeed,
and I have testified in past years many times
-on this subject In the House and in the Sen-
ate that it Is impossible to bulld an anti-
ballistlic-missile defense, If one is looking
tor salvation in that direction, one is looking
in the wrong direction, the reason slmply be-
;,:ﬂg the great advantage of offense over de-
ense, .
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It is the advantage of people working
many years to try to develop penetration aids
over a computer which must solve the prob-
lem in a matter of a few minutes.

-People really are smarter- than computers.
Computers do things faster. But planners
who work on penetration alds can succeed,
and can succeed with relative ease, and by
relative ease I mean in terms of time or
money, it 1s simply easier to build devices
that will penetrate a ballistic missile than it
is to bulld an antimissile which can cope
with it.

The CHAIRMAN. They can be more original,
I take it, too, than computers.

Dr. York. Yes, that is right.
compared with computers.

Dr. York went on to discuss the entire
subject of offensive capability.

We could discuss the subject for weeks.
The President of the United States, who
is the Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces of our country and has the pri-
mary responsibility as the Chief Execu-
tive for the policies which relate to
defense and the security of our country,
must seek advice on technical subjects.
He does not seek advice on scientific
questions from Democrats or from Re-
pbublicans or from nonpartisans. He
seeks advice from those he believes to
be the best and most competent scien-
tists in the Nation. The advice which
two Presidents have received, including
the advice of Dr. Teller, has added up to
& policy decision by one President who
Is one of the greatest generals this
country ever had, and who led this coun-
try to victory on the field of battle, and
by another President, who has had to
come to grips with some of the toughest
postwar problems our country has ever
had. The advice that those two men—
President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy—have received has led them to
what conclusion? It hasled them to the
conclusion that the treaty is in our na-~
tional interest and would lend itself to
the fulfillment of our national objec-
tives. They have listened to the point
of view and advice of the opposition as
well as to the advice of those with whom
they find themselves in more receptive
relationship.

Dr. Foster, who is now the head of the
Livermore Laboratories, came in with
doubts about the treaty and I believe
expressed his opposition to it. Dr. Brad-
bury came in from Los Alamos. He is
for the treaty. The President of the
United States and the Secretary of De-
fense, both of whom have asked the
Congress for billions of dollars more for
defense, are confronted with the ques-
tion. Remember that we are spending
approximately $10 billion more for de-
fense this year than we did in 1960.
President Kennedy has not said, “Let us
bretend that the world is a jolly place
is happy.” President
Kennedy has not said, “We get along
well with the Russians. Let us lay down
our arms and enjoy a happy picnic.”
No. This is a President who has had to
face the Soviets in Cuba and in Berlin.

He has listened to the testimony of
those who are worried about various
things. He has listened to those who
maintain that the anti-ballistic-missile
system of the Soviets will overwhelm us.
He has listened to the testimony of oth-
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ers. The President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Director of Central Intelli-
gence, the Secretary of State, and those
who preceded them in the 8 years of the
Eisenhower administration, have all
come out on one side of the issue. They
have said that a treaty banning nuclear
tests in these environments in outer
space, under water, and in the atmos-
phere is in our national interest.

I cannot help believing that such a
body of testimony merits our favorable
consideration.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may ask one
additional question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Dr. Teller also ar-
gued that it would be possible for the
Russians technically to abide by the
treaty, while violating its obvious spirit,
by having explosions a few feet, or per-
haps a few inches underground. These
would be large explosions which would
test out their hardened missile sites,
something we very much want to do but
have not yet done. We would not con-
duct the same tests because we are more
conservative in applying the terms of the
treaty. While such tests might not be a
technical violation, obviously they would
violate the spirit of the treaty. 'The
tests would scatter all kinds of radio-
activity in the air.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes. -

Mr. PROXMIRE. I did not see Dr.
Teller’s assertion of that point in his
testimony before the Committee on For-
eign Relations. However, earlier he
testified to that effect before another
committee. His testimony was printed .
in the New York Times.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes, I read it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wonder if the in-
terpretation of the treaty makes clear
that any explosion a foot or perhaps a
couple of feet below the surface of the
earth would be a violation of the treaty?
It makes all the sense in the world that
it should be, because it would scatter ra-
dioactive materials over the earth, and

. such tests would violate the purpose of

the treaty.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Exactly. The Sen-
ator has answered his own question. A
definition of an underground test was
entered into the report and appears on
page 22 of the report.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire definition as printed
in the report be reprinted at this boint
in the REcORD. ’

There being no objection, the defini-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECoORD, as follows:

DEFINITION OF UNDERGROUND TEST

The Secretary was asked if agreed criteria
had been established to determine what con-~
stitutes an wunderground test. This is a
complicated question; very shallow sub-
surface tests may be more productive in
terms of knowledge gained than deeper tests,
and they are obviously cheaper. Secretary
Rusk replied:

“There are potentially, looking ahead over
the years, potentially. many dozens, perhaps
even hundreds, of contingencies which might
develop through technical advance or other-
wise, which I think could not be spelled out
in detail in such a treaty; it would even be,
X think, unwise to attempt to spell this out
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in the enormous detail that would be re-
quired to try to anticipate all those things
that we could think about now because we
would almost certainly not think about some
that are going to arise with technical
advance.

“Now * * * obviously this treaty permits
a clear underground test where the explo-

-sion is underground, where the testing ap-

paratus is based on that phenomenon, and T
would think that we would not think that
it applied to a surface explosion which was
christened by a few shovelfuls of dirt.

“If these marginal things occur or any pre-
tense 1s made with respect.to it we will know
about them and we will be able to take
whatever actlon is necessary in our own secu-
rity, either with respect to insisting that 1t
be stopped or the treaty collapsés or * * *
resuming our own freedom of action.”

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Secretary
said: .

Obviously this treaty permits a clear under-
ground test where the explosion is under-
ground, where the testing apparatus is based
on that phenomenon, and T would think that
we would not think that it applied to a sur-
face explosion which was christened by a few
shovelfuls of dirt.

Tf these marginal things occur or any pre-
tense 1s made with respect to it we will know
about them and we will be able to take
whatever action is necessary in our own
security, either with respect to insisting that
it be stopped or the treaty collapses or * * s
resuining our own freedom .of action,

Mr. PROXMIRE., We would regard

that as a violation of the treaty.
Mr. HUMPHREY. That would be re-

garded as a violation of the treaty.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The point is clearly
understood.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Dr. Harold Brown,
Director of Science for the Defense De-
partment, went into that question. The
discussion is found on page 551 of the
hearings. In part, it was as follows:

Senator SALTONSTALL. Now, Dr. Brown, 88
I recall, and I think one other withess was
very emphatic that we should have ground
rules as to what is meant by “underground.”

Have you, as the Director of Science for
the Defense Department, gone into that
question at all and 15 any effort being made
to determine what constitutes an under-
ground test? -

Dr. Brown. This is, of course, partly a legal
question, Senator SALTONSTALL. From the
technical point of view, I think what I can
say 18 that any test, any large test, that is
not underground will be detected as not
being underground, and so then it is a mat-
ter of what polley the United States wants
to adopt. I would view a test that put most
of its energy into the atmosphere as an at-
mospheric test and it would be detected as
such, and so I would assume, as the Secre-
tary of Defense said, that a clearly atmos-
pheric test is illegal, even if there is a foot
of dirt over 1t. But from the technical point
of view, I have sald all I can say on an expert
basis.

What it boils down to is that Dr.
Brown said that if the test should spew
up debris, the explosion spreads the de-
bris in the atmosphere outside the bor-
ders of the nation holding the test, that
is an atmospheric test and not an under-
ground test. ’

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 add, if the
Senator will yield, that the language of
article I(b) of the treaty is quite clear
on this point. If any of the radiocactive
debris “be present outside the territorial
limits of the State” the explosion is cov-
ered. If the explosion were close to the
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surface, it would be almost certain to
have that effect. ]

Mr. HUMPHREY. The air currents
would carry the debris.

Mr. FULBRIGHT.  That language
would. take care of it. .

Mr. PROXMIRE. Ezxcept that in a
territory as large as the territory of the
Soviet Union it is possible that this might
be done. :

Mr, FULBRIGHT. 1t is possible, but
improbable. It depends upon the winds
and the location.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
making a very helpful contribution to
the record. We have pow been able to
put into the record the full comment by
the Secretary of State and the deflnition
given by Dr. Harold Brown, Director of
Defense Research and Engineering for
the Department of Defense, that an ex-
plosion which was subsurface with a
modest covering, in which the debris
went into the atmosphére, would be con-
sidered to be an atmospheric explosion.
This would leave the United States free
to make its own decision as to the most
appropriate U.S. response.

One advantage with respect to the
treaty is that it leaves the matter of
what we believe to be in our national
interest to our own decision. It is true
that it leaves that dedision to the other
parties, also, but we have always been
concerned lest the Soviet Union exercise
some kind of veto over the inspection
arrangements. That bas been eliminated
in the treaty. .

It is generally understood in the scien-
tific community that our inspection and
detection system is far superior to that
of any other nation in the world. With
the scientific apparatus we now have—
seisrnie, acoustical, and electronic, plus
our regular areas of intelligence infor-
mation, I believe a test of the nature
which the Senator has described as a
limited subsurface test would be detected,
and would give us grounds for any action
we wished to take. I believe we are fully
protected.

The Senator’s questions have made the
record much clearer. .

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
frorn Minnesota and the Senator from
Arkansas for their very helpful re-
sponses. They have enlightened me as
to portions of the tréaty and the testi-
mony -which has been given about the
treaty. i

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? !

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I ghould like to pur-
sue, with a few qudstions, the subject
raised by the Senator from Wisconsin.

I believe the great concern of those
who oppose the treaty is related chiefly
to the fear that the Soviet Union may
have acquired, or may acquire in the fu-
ture, by clandestine tests, information
which we may not have about the effects
of nuclear bursts, which would enable the
Soviet Uniori to devélop an antiballistic
missile or & communications blackout. I
am. sure that is the concern of all Sen-~
ators. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. The thing which im-
pressed me most abgut the testimony of

September 10

Dr Brown was that he discussed fully
and openly both favorable and unfavor-
able factors. We must differentiate be-
tween the information the Soviet Union
may have already acquired and the in-
formation it might be able to acquire if
it were able to test without the tests be-
ing discovered.

I invite the attention of the Senator
from Minnesota and the Senator from

_Wisconsin to page 530 of the hearings, in

the testimony of Dr. Brown, in which he
states his judgment about the tests
which have already been undertaken
both by the Soviet Union and by the
United States. The subject is “U.S.-
U.S.8.R. High Altitude Tests Compar-
able,” Dr, Brown states:

With respect to high altitude tests carried-
out for the purpose of determining the ef-
fecte of nuclear bursts on communications
blackout, radar blackout, and nuclear weap-
ons vulnerability, Soviet and United States
experience appear to be comparable.

Each slde has had about the same number
of tests, over yield ranges and altitude range:
which are comparable though not identical
the number of nuclear tests carried out by
related missile tests appears to be about the
same although different techniques for mak-
ing the measurements were used by the two
countries.

Enough has been learned by the Unlited
States, to verify the existence, nature, and
rough independence of blackout characteris-
tics on yield and on altitude, although Im-
portant details still have not been explored.
The same is probably true in the Soviet
Union on the basis of the tests which they
have done.

Probably neither side understands the vari-
ous phenomena sufficiently well to permit
theoretical extension with complete con-
fidence to eome other altitudes, yields, and
types of devices; but we have, and presums-
ably the Soviets also have, enough informa-
tion to enable us to take steps to design
around our uncertalnties.

That is a statement by Dr. Brown that
our tests with respect to communications
blackout and radar blackout are com-
parable to those of the Soviet Union.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr, COOPER. Is the testimony by
Dr. Brown contradicted by testimony of
other scientists?

Mr. HUMPHREY. His testimony has
been substantiated by the testimony of
other sclentists. Earlier today 1 read
the testimony of the famous Dr. Kistia~
kowsky, who said that he considersd IDr.
Brown to be the foremost expert in this
ares and the most knowledgeable man,
because he had available to him the most
up-to-date information, including sci-
entific and intelligence information. Dr.
York also testified along similar lines.

Mr. COOPER. Inote in the statement
that Dr. Brown says that our tests are
comparable with respect to communica-
tions blackout and radar blackout, but
he does not say that they are comparable
with respect to nuclear weapons vulner-
ability. I assume such tests relate to
an antiballistic missile.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. A little later
in the statement, at the bottom of page
530, after the paragraphs which relate
to the “treaty’s effect on development
of ABM” Dr. Brown stated:

In summary, my best judgment and the
judgment of those of us who have the re-
sponsibllity for antimissile development and
those who have the responsibility for mak-
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elements,, is that our ABM developments
- efforts are comparable in magnitude and
in sucgess with .those of the Soviets. Any
deployed system which the Soviets are likely
10 have now, or in the near future does not

appear to be as effective, almost certainly not

riore eﬂ‘ective, thaz; Nike-Zgus.

Mr. QOOPER Dr. Brown sta.ted that
in the three areas of communications
Jblackout, radar blackout, and ABM de-
velopment the tests which the United

-~ 8tates has conducted, though they may
be different, are comparable in magni-
tude and success with the tests conducted
by the Soviets. It this correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. .I think it is important,
as does the Senator from Wisconsin, and
all other Senators, that every fact be
brought out in the debate, whether it 1s
favorable or unfavorable, because we
must consider every factor in determin-
- ing the effect of the treaty on the secur-
ity of our gountry. )

* In the statement made by General Le-
-May, he said he was not satisfied with the
tests that had been undertaken by the
United States. . Would the Senator say
that Dr. Brown, in his position, has ac-
cess to every fact, every bit of informa-=
tlon, in connection with these tests, and
also, because of his scientific background

. and training, has the capacity to eval-
ulate the tests, in a way superior to that
of General LeMay? This is a difficult

- guestion, but I would like an opinion.
© Mr, HUMPHREY. I could not say
whether or not he would have more than
General LeMay, although I believe in the
sclentific field he would be in a better
‘position to evaluate the scientific aspects.
‘With relation to the scientific witnesses,

there is.no doubt that Dr. Brown was in

A more advantageous position. In this
connection, I wish to read the testimony
_ of Dr. Kistiakowsky as it appears at page
8515 of the hea.rmgs Dr. Klstlakowsky
said:

I am not really intimately famlhar with
this important problem in all its technlca.l
‘defails. . .

And he Was refezrlng to the ABM
problem——
“Neither have been most of the other wit-
heeses who have been heard. I would there-
fore urge that the committee glve special
welght to the testimony of Harold Brown,
who, to my knowledge, is the only witness
50 far heard who can speak with real au-
“thority regarding the total ABM problem, and
the related developments in offensive sys-
tems. He has access to all of the intelligence
regarding Soviet activities and all of the ex-
pertise In the United States on our future
“eapabilities that relate to the problem.

When Dr. Brown was before our com-
rittee, I asked the same question relat-
ing to this very point. I put the question
directly to Dr, Brown. It was a little em-
_barrassing and difficult for me to do it,
hgt X.thought we had to get down to
casés. I read from page 578 or the
‘hearings; |

-Senator, HUMPHREY. There is not any ex-
pertise on these matters and, may I say
with all. due. respect to all the men who
appeared before this committee, many men
are making what are, I believe, statements

which are not sclentific facts. They have .

0 deduce from certain facts that they have,
a,nd thgy have to presume and, assume and
PO | o
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say, “I belleve and I hope or I would imag-
ine” and I belleve and I imagine that it
will accelerate the arms race.

Here is the question:

Finally, did Dr. Teller have access to in-
formation that is not avallable to you?

Dr. BRown. No, I do not believe so.

Senator HUMPHREY. Does he have access
to all the information that is available to
you, intelligence information as weill?

* Dr. BRowN. I believe not. In fact, I know
not.

Senator HumpHREY. In other words, you
have access to all the information that is
‘avallable to Dr. Teller and there is no limita~
tlion upon your getting that information?

Dr. Brown. I have access to intelligence,
not only to intelligence information that,
I believe, that I know, is not available to
him, Senator HUMPHREY, but I also have
the benefit, and I believe it is a benefit, in
drawing -my conclusions not only on my
years as a weapons lahoratory member and
director, but on my subsequent experience
here considering the broad military research
and development problems and the milltary
capabilities involved in such matters as anti~-
ballistic missiles, missile design, and so on,
which are part of my responsibility as Di-
rector of Defense Research and Engineering.

Mr. COOPER. 'This is one of the
points I wished o bring out. I recognize
that our military leaders and scientists
have individual views, but I thought it
important to put in the Recorp that Dr.
Brown had stated categorically in his
testimony that the tests which had been
carried out both by the United States
and the Soviet Union, with respect to
blackout and to nuclear weapon vul-
nerability connected with an ABM sys-
tem, were comparable.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. I also had known that
Dr. Kistiakowsky, who as the Senator
said, was the scientific adviser to Presi-
dent Eisenhower, had testified that in
his judgment Dr. Brown had more in-
formation upon all aspects of the anti-
ballistic missile situation than any other
person.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was his testi-
mony.

Mr. COOPER. I make this statement
because I think it bolsters the credibility,
if it should be questioned, of the testi-
mohy of Dr. Brown. I think, also, that
we must point out all the favorable and
unfavorable factors relating both to
tests which might have been made and
to the possibility of tests by the Soviet
Union.

As I read his. testimony, Dr. Brown
has stated that any attempt by the Soviet
Union to conduct secret tests underwater
or in the atmosphere, of any size and
scope, could be detected. I believe he
stated, however, that there was a possi-
bility that the Soviet Union could con-
duct tests of low yield, very near the
surface, which might not be detected.
I assume that would be because it might
not be possible to determine whether
they were underground or just above the
groeund. _

He also said 1t might be possmle to
conduct a limited number of tests, of low
vield, in the upper atmosphere, at heights
of 10 to 20 kilometers, without detection.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As I said earlier,
that is within the realm of possibility.
I urge that Senators heed the sugges-

tion of the chairman of the committee
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[Mr. Furericutrl, and read the secret
testimony that was given by Dr. North-
rup, if they have doubts on this point.
This happens to be one of the most sen-
sitive areas of our scientific knowledge.
We have made improvements in our
scientific system of detection. I do not
think it would be well for me to do more
than to suggest that Senators review
the testimony within the confines of the
committee room. Many of the Senators
doubts will be set at rest.

Mr. COOPER. Not doubts.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Concerns.

Mr. COOPER. I am raising these
questions because I think they should
be raised. I believe Dr. Brown said it
would be possible, for a time, at least
until we had developed a satellite sys-
tem, for the Soviet Union to conduct
tests in outer space without discovery.

Mr. HUMPHREY. To the scientific
mind all such things are possible. The
problem is, How do we pay for them?
That is a bit of a problem, even in g rich
country like the United States. I think
this point was alluded to in some testi-
mony of other witnesses. We now know,
for example, theoretically, that space
platforms can be established, but the
costs are tremendous, and it is a ques-
tion of the commitment of resources,
both human and material, to such proj-
ects. Furthermore, we have made de-
cided improvements in the detection of
explosions in outer space. The explo-
sions that are rather difficult to detect
in outer space are those many millions
of miles, hundreds of millions of miles,
away from earth,

Mr. COOPER. The Senator knows
the purpose of my question.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know. I want
the record to be clear on this point.
The Senator is pointing out’ potential
risks, in a helpful discussion. I agree
that we ought to get these matters into
the public record. We ought to under-
stand exactly what this treaty would
and would not do. We ought to under-
stand that without the treaty all the
risks are still present, even to a greater
degree.

Mr. COOPER. I believe it was made
clear that if the tests were conducted in
outer space, there could not be a blast.
Therefore the effects of a nuclear blast
could not be studied, and it would be
purely a question of interception. Dr.
Brown pointed out that there are inhibi-
tions against this risk. First, there is
the definite possibility of detection, and a
second is cost. A third is that a good
deal of the information that might be ob-
tained from such tests could be obtained
from underground testing.

Mr. HUMPHREY. He emphasized that
point. Af page 541 of the hearings there
appears Dr. Brown’s testimony relating
to his personal judgment on the extent
of cheating that is possible and the funds
and effort that have gone info the pro-

"gram of detection and monitoring of

these situations. Later in his testimony
Dr. Brown states:

But in the worst possible case—that is, as-
suming as much cheating as I can possibly
believe would go undetected with any confi-
dence—I do not belleve that the Soviets
could obtain any substantial military gain

}relative ltoohyhe gmbeqxﬁta{bes compared with
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the situation in which both sides test with-
out restriction. S

I do not believe that the Soviets can Im-
pair to an important degree our strategic
superiority.

I believe that such gains would be small.

He then lists the reasons why he feels

\ . the gains would be small.

Finally he points out:

The limited effect of the treaty on our
strategic superiority means that the beunefits
to our security in the broader sense, which
Secretaries Rusk and McNamara have dis-
cussed in dethil, will not be outweighed by
the mlilitary-technological factors.

Mr. COOPER. Is it not correct to say
that most of the scientists argued that
even with the possibility of these risks,
the greatest advance in nuclear weapons
can be made in the penetrating weapons;
that is, there are greater possibilities
in offensive weapons than in the develop-
ment of antiballistic missiles.

Mr. BUMPHREY. Yes; I believe all
the scientific witnesses, except one or
two, agreed to that point. We have
the testimony of Dr. Bradbury, Dr. York,
Dr. Kistiakowsky, Dr. Brown, and several
others; and they all emphasized the ad-
vantages to be found in the offensive
type of weapon and the improvement of
the means of penetration.

Dr, Brown was questioned rather me-
ticulously and specifically by the chair-
man of the committee with respect to
the probable knowledge in the antibal-
listic missile area as it relates to the
Soviet Union and the United States. The
chairman asked Dr. Brown:

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Brown, do you think

that the Soviets are more advanced in the
realm of knowledge relevant to antimissile
systems than we are?

Dr. Browwn. I do not. I think that we
are roughly comparable. If I were forced
to say one side or the other is ahead on
knowledge, I would say that we were, but
I don’t think that is a very firm statement
on my part. .

A better judgment, I think, {s that we are
about equal. I feel rather strongly that
they are not substantially ahead of us, and
I can adduce, I think, several reasons or ex-
amples of why I believe that 18 true.

The Soviets have sald that they have in-
tercepted a missile with a missile.

_That testimony is found at pages 542
and 543 of the hearings.

This witness, whom I nmrust accept as
a highly qualified witness, gave us the
impression that in the area of knowledge
of antiballistic missiles, we were about
-equal with the Soviet Union.

At page 542, Dr. Brown sald:

Having satisfied myself as completely as
18 humanly possible that the proposed treaty
cannot substantially impair our strateglc su-~
periority 1f we take the steps which we
cg&n to contlnue our nuclear developments
and remain prepared, and that indeed, it
could-enhance our strategic superiority com-
pared with unlimited testing; I ind the argu~
ments for 1t on broader grounds persuasive,
and I fully support its ratiffeation.

. Mr. COOPER. The Sénator has em-
phasized something which needs to be
emphasized, that all of the types of tests
which we are concerned may take place
surreptitiously could oceur cpenly if the
“$reaty is not ratified.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Yeés. I belleve the
Benator will be reassuréd by one other
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statement, at page 273 of the hearings.
In the conclusions reached by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, there is this conclusion:

In the-antiballlstic missile fleld, develop~
ment of the U.S. system does not depend on
atmospheric testing and hence this treaty
will not significantly influence any imbalance
that may exist.

I point this out because the treaty re~
lates to warheads and explosions, and
does not relate to radar and computers
and electronic devices, and so forth, all
of which are part of an effective missile
system. :

The Joint Chiefs of Staff say:

In the antiballistic missile fleld, develop-
ment of the U.8. system idoes not depend on
atmospheric testing anq hence this treaty
will not significantly influence any imbalance
that may exist.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not draw
the conclusion as to an imbalance that
may exist, but, they sald it was not neces-
sary to have atmospheric tests, the need
for which had been referred to by one
or two other witnesses prior to that time.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky for his questions. I hope that
the discussion betweén us 1s worthy of
the attention of our colleagues in the
Senate and of the people of the country.
We are trying to have the record made
clear, so that the people may know what
the treaty means and what its impact
should be on our foreign policy, upon
our military policy, and upon our general
national security poliey.

Mr. COOPER. I have one further
question to ask. Is there anything In
the treaty which would prohibit the
United States conducting antiballistic
missile tests with missiles not armed
with nueclear warheads; for example, to
test their ability for interception?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is nothing
in the treaty which in any way lim-
its, inhibits, or prohibits the testing of
rockets or missiles so long as such mis-
siles and rockets do not involve the ex-
plosion of & nuclear warhead. We
coulid us conventional TNT, for example.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. I was thinking
of an antiballistic missile without a nu-
clear warhead which could be used to
achieve the inferception of an enemy
migsile. | :

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will
tine Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the
Senator from Idahd.

Mr. CHURCH. 1 have been listening
with great interest to the exchange be-
tween the Senator from Minnesota and
Senator from Kentucky.

This exchange has prompted to mind
the strong emphasis which has been
given. to the possible risk that might be
encountered, in the event that tests were
conducted milliong of miles in space, or
in some other Improbable situation,
which would provide questionable in-
formation to the tester, and which, in
all likelihood, would be detected by mech-
anisms that we now have or can perfect.
There has been so much straining at
the gnat to find grounds for saying that
there are risks involved in the treaty,

|
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that we are in danger of losing sight of
the risks that we would doubtlessly face

without the treaty. Some of these are
military risks. :
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,

will the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr, HUMPHREY. The questions
raised by the able Senator from Xen-
tucky [{Mr. CooPER] were not questions
in the form of opposition, but were ques-
tions, as the Senator from Idaho well
knows, related to getting information
into the RECORD.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. In that con-
nection, the Senator from Kentucky has
performed a real service. Would the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
permit me to read into the REcorp an
exchange I had with the chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Taylor,
on the question of military risks that
would definitely face us, if we were to
continue unrestricted testing in the ab-
sence of this treaty with the Soviet
Union?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. CHURCH. My exchange with
General Tdylor, when he appeared be-
fore the committee, begins at page 308
and continues to the bottom of pagze 310
of the printed record of hearings:

NO GUARANTEE UNITED STATES BE ALWAYS

FIRST IF TESTING CONTINUED

Senator CHURCH. Let ug assume that there
were no treaty and that unrestricted nuclear
weapons testing continued on both sides. If
such testing were to continue, 1s there any
guarantee that you know of that would as-
sure us that we, our side, would always be
first in achieving new technological break-
throughs?

General Tavror. No, there is no such as~
surance that I know of.

Senator CHUrcH. In fact, the FRussians
have shown considerable competence in this
field, have they not?

General Tavror. ¥es. I think that elther
side, in concentrating on a single sector and
putting great resources behind If, could
probably forge ahead.

Senator CHURCH. Then one danger which
has military significance in continuing the
testing would be the possibility that it would
be the Russians rather than ourselves, who
might achieve some important new break-
through in this technology?

General TaYLor., If we did not test. That
was our great objection to the comprehensive
test ban treaty. We felt the Soviets could
1eet clandestinely underground and we could
not, and hence, there would be a serious
difficulty.

Senator CHURCH., Yes., But even if we were
both to test, as I understand your answer
to my previous question, there is no guaran-
tee—-

General Tavior. No positive guarantee.

Senator CHURCH. That the Russians might
not be the first to achieve some significant
breakthrough.

General TavLor, Of course, I have personal
confidence in our great scientific community,
and am confident that we would make many
or most of the breakthroughs, but I could
not guarantee it.

Senator CHurcH. I do, too. Even our
scientists would admit that there is no guar-
antee against this possibility. This would be
one of the dangers we would have to face
up to if we continued to test on hoth sides;
is that not a fair statement?

General TAYLOR. Yes, slr,

Senator Cuurca. Now, supposing that if
both sides were to continue to test, it was
the United States, as we would hope, that

5 =




icel advantage over the !
you think 1t would be consfstenit with Ameri-
-can, pblicy “or” thé “mission of oUr Armed
Forces, as you have stated that mission here
today, to seize upon this advantage for the
purpose "6t initiating some nuclear attack
upon the Soviet Union? ’ )

. General. Tavror. I can only point to the
past when we had a complete monopoly in

$hese weapons, We never contemplated such

an attack then. = "~ -
.~ Benator CHURCH, That is right. When we
had total advantage we did not contemplate
nor initiate such an attack. n

General Tayrop, That is right, sir.

Benator CaurcH. All right.

Suppose. the reverse. 'You have already in-
dicated that it is a possibility that the Rus-
‘slans might make the first breakthrough,
which would give them sonie new and impor-

- tant technological advantage over the United

States, Assuming that, would you bé confi-
dent that the Russlans might not use this

. new-found advantage to imperil the security

"of ‘this country or, perhaps, even to initiate

an attack n this country?

", General Tavron. I would say “no”; if it is
possibie to conceive of such a clear advantage
that?f{hey ‘could attack us without the cer-
tainty of a reprisal that would be completely

-destructive to them, Frankly, I cannot vis-
ualize that situation but obviously, one never

Senator %Htmcn “But it is'a possibility,
TayLoR. As a eonception, it could

visuallzes all the possibilities of the future.

- Cleneral TavyLoR, Yeés, sir; if made by the
Bovlets, ] ) ' ’ ’
~Senator CHURCH. Then, I see, General, that

“.there are very definite military advantages

/

for us which I think this exchange has
spelled ‘out, to limiting this testing at the
present point, while our general position is

a favorable one, and I want to thank you for

your testimony.

Generdl Tavior. Thank you. ‘
" T think this exchange clearly demon-
strates that there are no guarantees,
should unrestricted testing continue,

that the United States would always be

first in achieving some new breakthrough
that might give an advantage in the pre-
carious balance of terror which is the
nuclear axms race. It also demonstrates
that one of the greatest risks of contin-
‘uing such tests, In the absence of a
‘treaty, would be that the Russian scien-

~tists, instead of olr own sciéntists might

‘pull ahead. After all, the Russians have
.demonstrated great competence in the

‘fleld 'of nuclear research, in the field of

nuclear warheads, in the fleld of space.

" Who can deny it? Therefore, I say that

even from the military standpoint, a very
gtrong argument can be made to the ef-

fect, that the gréater risk lies in Teject-

Ang the treaty, than in confining future

_testing’ to underground areas, where

everyone cohcedes that the "United

- States has had the most experience, is

“the most proficient, and is most likely,

therefore, to keep ahead. The alterna~

~Unity

tive is.to, expose us, it seems to me, to
the v r% definite possibility of the kind
of breakthrough that could one day give
the :RuSSiaéle engrimous leverage on the
8.

.- Since all the testimony before the com-

mnittee'_,;,i1_'i<:1ic;a,t‘edb that our gereral nu-
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clear position with respect to warheads,

weapons systems, and technological
knowledge, is favorable, vis-a-vis the So-
viet Union, the time to impose such a
restriction upon testing isnow. It seems
to me that no better time is likely to
come along.

Mr. HUMPHREY. To my mind, the
Senator’s questioning of General Taylor
was one of the most impressive cross-
examinations I have witnessed in any
committee. It brought forth informa-
tion of great value to the committee.
The Senator has read that cross-exami-
nation into the record. I am confident
it did much to give a proper perspective
to what we are discussing.

We repeatedly emphasize the risks in-
volved in the treaty. 'There has been
underemphasis of the risk in case there
is no treaty. Several scientific witnesses
testified to that effect, as well. The Sen-
ator from Idaho may again recall the
testimony of Dr. York. I just noted in
the record of the hearing some of that
testimony on page 761. It fits in with
what the cross-examination of General
Taylor by the Senator from Idaho re-
vealed. The testimony of Dr. York re-
lates to the military power of the United
States and the security of the United
States.

" Dr. York said:

Ever since shortly after World War II,~

the military power of the United States has
been steadily increasing; over the same pe-
riod the national security of the United
States has been rapldly and inexorably
diminishing. * C h

In the early 1950’s the Soviet Unlon, on the
basis of its own sole unilateral decision, and
if it- had been willing to accept the inevi-
table retaliation, could have latinched an at-
tack against the United States with bombers
carrying atomic or fission bombs.

Some of these bombers would have pene-
tarted our defenses and the number of Amer-
ican casualties’ would have been sonie
millions. ) T

In the later 1050's, agaln on its own sole
decision, and again if it had been willing to
accept the inevitable massive retaliation, the
Soviet Union could have launched an attack
against the United States using more and
better bombers, this time carrying hydrogen
bombs.

Some of these bombers would have pene-
trated our defenses and the number of Amer-
ican casualties could have been in the tens

. of millions,

By the mid-1960’s, the Soviet Union, again
solely on the basls of its own declsion, and
again, if it were willing to accept the inevi-
table retaliation, could laurnch an attack
upon the United States wusing interconti-
nental missiles and bombers carrying thermo-
nuclear weapons.

This time, the number of American casu-
altles which would result from such an at-
tack could be In the neighborhood of, per-

“haps, 100 miliion,

This steady decrease in national security
was not the result of any inaction on our
part, but simply the result of the systematic

exploitation of the products of modern sci- -

ence and technology by the Soviet Union.

The air defenses we deployed during the
1950's would have reduced the number of
casualties which we would have otherwise
sustalned, but their existence did not sub-
stantively modify this picture.

Also, nothing else that we could have done
in the defense area, but which for one reason
or another we may not have done, would have
significantly altered this picture further.

I should add at this point that from the

<o
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S6viet point of view the plcture is similar,

but much worse. The military power of the
Soviet Union has, since it became an atomic
.power in 1949, been steadily increasing, but
Soviet national security has been steadily
decreasing.

Hypothetically, the United States could
unilaterally declde to destroy the Soviet
Union and the Soviet Union would be abso-
lutely powerless to prevent it; it could only,
at best, seek to wreak revenge through what-

- ever retaliatory capablility it might have left.

It is my view that the problem posed to
both sides by his dilemma of steadily in-
creasing military power and steadily decreas-
ing national security has no technical solu-
tion. If we continue to look for solutions in
the area of science and technology only, the
result will be a steady and inexorable worsen-
ing of this situation.

Mr. President, Dr. York was saying
that we did not spare on money. We
poured hundreds and hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars into our defense struc-
ture. We armed nations around the
world. - We have spent over $100 billion
in foreign aid, most of it for military
assistance. We have formed alliances.
We have built the mightiest military ma-
chine the world has ever known. To-
day we have so much destructive power
at our command that we could literally
obliterate this earth.

But all that does not give us any secur-
ity. Instead, we worry about whether
the Soviets will get ahead of us. Today,
we are more insecure that we were 10
years ago. So is the Soviet Union. We
are spending money, at the rate of $14

- million a minute, for arms throughout

the world. This year we shall spend $135
billion for armaments throughout the
world. Yet no one is more secure. We
have given or spent several billion dol-
lars in South Vietnam; yet that country
is today no more secure. All over the
world we find the same situation.

Dr. York was saying that something
more than science and technology are
required, in order to solve the problems
of the world and to assure peace and
security.

I read now from page 768 of the hear-
ings:

Senator SparrmMaN. You said the national
security was diminishing while power, mili-
tary power, was increasing. Do I understand
correctly you mean that on both sides?

Dr. Yorx. Qh, yes.

Senator SparRKMAN. Applicable to
U.8.S.R. as well as to the United States?
Dr. York. Yes. It is worse in their case.
Senator SpPARKMAN. Would you elaborate

on that?

Dr. York. Yes. What I meant by that,
and perhaps I have taken a somewhat special
definition of national security, what I meant
by that is what one side could do to another
of its own sole volition and despite anything
which the other side did; and, as I said, as
time -has gone on, the capability of the
U.S.8.R. to unilaterally infilict damage on the
United States, despite anything we might do,
has steadily increased.

Senator SparRkMAN. And vice versa?

Dr. YorK. Similarly, the capability of the
United States to inflict damage on the Soviet
Union, despite anything the Soviet Union .
could do, has increased, and it hgs been
worse from their point of view than ours;
that is, what we could do to them has al-
ways been more severe than what they could
do to us. We have always been way ahead
of them in this matter.

Senator SPaRrRMAN., Would a partial test
ban treaty such as is proposed before us have

the




i
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an adverse effect on us or would it have any
effect on them?

Dr. York. It would, all by itself, at most,
glightly diminish the rate at which our na-
tional security is diminishing.

Mr. President, we should study that
statement by one of the world’s fore-
most scientists.

. Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
would the Senator from Minnesota
yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I believe the Sena-
tor has reached the crux of the situation,
and I am very glad he stresses that point.
I believe that too many try to “oversell”
what the treaty will do. What Dr. York
said-—and he was right about it—is that
the treaty would, at most, “slightly di-
minish the rate—at which our national
security is diminishing.”

In other words, we still will tend to
lose our national security, as will the
U.8.8.R., also. In short, this treaty is
not the end of the arms race.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Indeed it is not.

Mr. PROXMIRE., I{ slightly dimin-
ishes. it; it slows it down. But it does
~not end it. So I believe that what the
Senator is stressing is most important.
Dr. York said the treaty will diminish
the rate at which our national security
is diminishing. It will not rémove the
need for further steps.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
from Wisconsin please read Dr. York’s
testimony on that point?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. He said: -

If it leads to other steps in the same or
similar directions, other steps in arms con-
trol and disarmament it might actually re-
verse this present trend. I mean, I think it
would reverse 1t if we went far enough,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe Dr. York
has given us one of the most thought-
ful presentations—in terms of what is
really happening to national security—
that was given by any witness who came
before us.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yleld?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. One point is both-
ering me a great deal, and I hope the
Senator can help me on it. Dr. John S.
Foster, who, 1 understand, is director
of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
at Livermore, Calif., and is considered
to be one of the top men in this field,
testified about what the treaty will do
to our scientific capabilities, in terms of
continuing to develop our skills in this
area; and he testified against the treaty.
I shall read brief excerpts from pages 614
and 615: N .

In science just as in other specialties, one
must practice eontinually to bg effective.
Ultimately the present generation of wea-
pons technologists must be replaced by
younger scientists who, through experiments
and theoretical studies, will also develop the
required skills. - With a not too_restrictive
underground program I believe we can main-
tain our capabillty in warhead design.

‘Without atmospheric tests, however, I
doubt that we can develop and maintain the
requisite gkill in the important area of the
effects of nuclear weapons. i

Even our theoretical effort in this area is
likely to deteriorate without the incentive
of meaningful experiments.

Missile systems for offense or defense are
extremely complex, yet must function not
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i ..
only urder the ideal Iad ratory conditions
in which they are usually tested, but also
under the most adverse conditions—those of
nuclear war. ; :

I know of simpler systems which have not
performed as expected—or which have act=
ually failed—when proofitested in environ-
ments which are far better understood than
that of a hostile nuclear situation.

On page 616 he concludes:

To put it simply, the buurden on the tech-
nical community is to provide the technology
needed to maintain the ﬁnlitary security of
the United States in the face of both the
secrecy of the Soviet Union and the explosive
growth of scientific knovwledge.

That is what makes the situation so
difficult. :

Were it not for Soviet secrecy, we could—
through continual assessment of their capa-
bility-—determine what lével of arms would
be necesary to preserve aqur security.

Now I am skipping. Continuing—

Moreover, we have to reckon with the fact
that in an expanding tedhnology vigorously
pursued, there frequently result abrupt in-
crease in scientific knowledge—raplidly re-
flected in military capahility-—which could
upset the balance of power.

While we cannot guargntee even without
restrictions that these abrupt increases will
occur on our side, it seems clear that we
must- provide a scientific iclimate which will
not discourage such developments.

The proposed treaty wduld Hmit not only
our knowledge of the actual state of Soviet
military development, btit would also re-
strict our knowledge of what may eéven be
technically possible. Specifically, this re-
quires that the United States explore vigor-
ously all areas of technology critical to our
security. Failure to do this would add to
the uncertainties concerning our relative
strength, and force us {o choose between
either an increase In risk to our security or
a further increase in our fevel of armament.

Thus, from purely technical-military con-
siderations, the proposed treaty appears to
me disadvantageous.

That statement cameé from Dr. Foster,
who is the head of the Livermore Labora~
tory. Perhaps the man most responsible
in this Nation for giving us the superior
of nuclear research that will protect our
national security. He did not stress so
much in his testimony though it seems
to me to be very important—that we rely
in our free system not énly on monetary
incentives but, more important, prestige,
and even more important than that. op-
portunities for scientists to test and de-
velop their skills and tb make all kinds
of breakthroughs in their areas without
Hmitations on knowledge. On the other
hand, the Soviet Union can command its
scientific manpower, directing it and
¢hanneling it, because it is an authori-
tarian society. It seems to me that pos-
sibly in this area we have a very serious
problem. §

Dr. Foster has opposed the treaty. I
understand that he odperates for the
agency that controls Plowshare as well as
some vital military experiments. It
seems to me that when we couple that
with the fact that the Soviet Union has
an advantage in directing and controlling
their scientific manpgwer, the treaty
might have some disadvantage for us.
‘What is the Senator’s dnswer?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Dr. Seaborg re-
sponded to that question in relation to
that very concern. . Seaborg dis-
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cussed it in his testimony. It was also
discussed by Dr. Kistiakowsky. Dr.
Kistiakowsky pointed out that during
the moratorium period, which lasted a
little over 2 years, there was no letdown
in our scientific efforts. The tearn of
scientists was maintained. Our labora-
tory facilities were increased. The num-
ber of scientists was expanded.

Dr. Seaborg also pointed out to us that
it is the express contention that respon-
sible officials of our Government, if the
Congress will lend its cooperation and
maintain laboratories, expand, develop
and modernize facilities, will engage in
underground testing to the degree that is
needed—all of which will give sciertific
minds the opportunity for a good deal
of experimentation. But I also add that
the treaty is limited to nuclear explosions
in the three environments listed—outer-
space, underwater, and in the atmos-
phere. It does not apply to underground
testing. It does not apply to laboratory
experimentation. We shall be able to
test missiles. We shall be able to test
as to the effect of weapons, and to test
certain sized weapons underground.

The judgment has been properly made
that while the treaty imposes some limi-
tations upon scientific inquiry in terms
of analysis of weapons effect and anal-
ysis of explosions in the atmosphere, -in
outer space, and underwater, those are
offset by the gains which are obtained in
attempting to find some solution to our
international problems—slowing down
the arms race, inhibiting or slowing down
the proliferation of weapons, slowing
down, inhibiting, or preventing fallout
of radioactive debris. All those con-
cerns must be added up.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. With some modesty,
I should like to inject into the Recorp
the announcement that tomorrow, after
our policy meeting, which will be rough-
Iy at 2 o’clock, I hope to obtain the floor
and make some remarks on the treaty.
At that time I expect to disclose the con-
tents of a letter from the President of
the United States with respect to cer-
tain misgivings and concerns that were
entertained by some Senators.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thark the mi-
nority leader for that announcement.
We are looking forward to the letter
from the President. I know that the
minority leader and the majority leader
have made a real contribution to the
proper discussion of the treaty by their
visit with the President and obtaining
that statement from the President him-
self,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG cof Louisiana. My good
friend the Senator from Minnesota
went to Russia in relation to the treaty.
On television I saw his report with Mar-

.tin Agronsky about his connection with

the treaty. I should like to ask the
Senator a dquestion about his trip to
Gorky Park and his discussion of the
problem with the Russians: Was that
female blonde interpreter a Russian or
an American?
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. sumier,

“eaptivate ‘
- A 'man_ from the Russian Embassy
- .came o see me last week. What he had
. to_say was parallel to what the Senator

i

., Mr. HUMPHREY, She is the wife of
an . American political officer at the
American Embassy. .

Mr, LONG. of Louisiana. She is an
American? . =

Mr. HUMPHREY. She certainly is;
and is very proud to be.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. I am happy

to hear that. My general impression is

~-that the Senator obtained more pub-

Helty out of his connection with Mr.
Khrushchev, than anyone else in the
American Government. Can my friend
state apyone in American history who
has ever had more publicity in Life,
Time magazine, and, in general, from
his connections with the Russians and
Mr. Rhrushchev in particular, than the
Benator from Minnesota?

<. Mr, HUMPHREY. I have never tried

to keep an accurate record of press
clippings. But I_have one unique dis-
tinetion,  The Premier of the Soviet

-Union, at one of the Communist Party
conclaves a couple of years ago, took
#ime oy to denounce me as a vicious

anti-Communist. He added a few other

“little adjectives. .

. I have always felt that if one travels
and has an opportunity to visit with the
people, and particularly the leaders as
well as the citizenry of the countries, it

-can be of some advantage to the cause

of freedom. The advantages in a rather

.“¢closed society, such as the Soviet Union,

are rather limited, I did have a won-

derful experience in Gorky Park. Mrs.

Humphrey and I journeyed there. We
visited with a number of Soviet citizens
and I tried to tell them the truth about
America, I found considerable interest

- In the subject of the nuclear test ban

treaty. I can honestly say that I found

no hostility toward the United States.
.'The Senator may recall that in my re-

port to the Senate I said that one of the

~things I found in the Soviet Union was

the growth of a new force called the con-
I believe I was one of the first to
reéport that in this country. Now, I am
happy to say, the newspapers are carry-
ing headline stories such as “Lack of
Quality in Goods Cited by Red Press,”
I.am not a newspaper reporter, nor a
columnist, but I can ask questions. I did
ask questions. I visited with the people.
I looked at the stores. I found that the
beople were discontended about the qual~

- Ity and quantity of goods available, The

bressures of consumer demand have been
cited by many experts as contributing to
Mr. Khrushchev’s interest in the test ban.

I feel that these visits have been
worthwhile. I would not wish to over-
estimate their value, One surely cannot
learn too much in a short period of time,
but one will not learn anything unless he

tneg ‘ P :
Mr. LONG of Louisiana., I say to the
Senator, those people like you; they don’t
ike me. . s -
Frankly, if they like the Senator, I sug-
gest that the Senator should be careful.
If they like him, they may think they can

Ot get close to him,

has been saylng. My reaction to this is,
No.1d2— ¢ ‘

i

we cannot trust those men. I do not care
how much we would like to think—and
the whole world like to believe—that they
are no longer bent on murder and cap~
turing the world; the point is, when we
look at them, we must keep in mind thai
we are not looking at Red Ridinghood’s
grandmother, but we are looking at the
wolf that ate Red Ridinghood’s grand-
mother.

We must be careful. Those charac-
ters have only one thing in mind, and
that is to control the whole world. They
have only one question in their quarrel
with the Chinese Communists, and that
Is, “Which way can we better eat them
up?u )

Frankly, that is the whole dispute.
The Russians have to prove to the Chi-
nese Communists that they can destroy
us better by this method than by the
Chinese method. The Chinese says,
“We must lose the life of the world to
do it.” The Russians say, “Oh, no; we
can do this in a better way.” The only
way they can justify this position, under
the Communist doctrine, is to prove that
they can destroy the United States
quicker and faster by their method,

I should like to ask my good friend a
question about how they are to prove
this. Why. should we permit them to
face their Communist allies and say that
this is the best way to destroy free gov-
ernment? How can these people prove
to their Communist allies that, they will
destroy free government better in this
way, by ratifying the treaty? '

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator will
remain in the Chamber, I will answer
his question. Basically, I do not dis-
agree with him. I do not think the So-
viets have signed the treaty because they
suddenly saw the light of beace, love, and
kindness. I do not believe this means
they have given up their effort to have
the Comimunists dominate the world or
to bury us. They may have a different
shovel in mind.

I do not think they have made up their
minds that they should ease off the con-
test; but, if they get the United States
of America into an arms race only, for-
getting the other aspects of life—the
economic, cultural, - educational, and
other aspects—they may very well bury
us.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is the
point.

Mr. HUMPHREY. We must prepare
ourselves on all fronts, Instead of going
around playing “cops and robbers.”
There may be something else in the
world. But we must not be Iulled into
a false sense of security.

If the Senator will permit, I should
like to proceed with my statement. I
have been yielding to Senators all after-
noon. " I would like to complete my pres-
entation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will my

friend permit me to ask one more

question? .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, indeed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Those fel-
lows have given the Senator from Min-
nesota a billion dollars’ worth of pub-
licity. They have given the Senator
more than anybody else on earth has

received,
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Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
speaking of Time, Life, and Fortune, I
hope.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not ad-
mit’ that those people own all the intel-
ligence in America.

I ask my friend, Is it not true that
the Russians want the treaty? They
have nothing to lose and everything to
gain by the United States ratifying the
treaty.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator will
permit me, I will answer that question,
I think I have an answer to it. We both
have something to gain, I believe, and
both countries in  this instance have
something to lose if the treaty is not
ratified.

Mr. President, I should like to make
some comments with reference to the
risk of secret preparations and surprise
abrogation of the nuclear test ban treaty
by the Soviet Union,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield before he gets too far
away from the question about which the
Senator from Wisconsin was inquiring
a while ago? -

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

- Mr. SPARKMAN. T refer to the main-
tenance of a state of readiness of our
laboratories. The Senator from Min-
hesota correctly quoted Dr, Kistiakowsky
as saying that during the- moratorium
our laboratories actually were expanded,
In terms of numbers of scientists. I
invite attention to the exact wording,
because I think it is quite relevant. Dr.
Kistiakowsky said that the laboratories
increased both in quantity and in qual-
ity. In other words, there was not only
an expansion of physical facilities, but
also an increase in the quality of per-
sonnel and the type of work being done
by them.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Exactly.

Mr, SPARKMAN. The Senator will
remember that Dr. Kistiakowsky gave a
figure with reference to testing prior to
the explosion of the first bomb at Ala-
mogordo. He said there were more than
10,000 laboratory tests and projects.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. He used that as an
example of the importance of the lab-
oratory, even apart from the testing.
For the benefit of the Senator from Wis-
consin, if he would like to read that
portion of Dr. Kistiakowsky testimony,
he will find it on bages 866 and 867 of
the hearings, )

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, President,
there has been considerable discussion of
the matter of the risk of secret prepara-
tions and surprise abrogation of the nu-
clear test ban treaty by the Soviet Union.
There are some who are deeply con-
cerned about it.

The risk of secret breparations for
tests in the atmosphere and surprise
abrogation of the nuclear test ban by the
Soviet Union is one of the risks which
we will assume when we enter into the
treaty. I believe that the Soviet Union
has entered into thisg treaty with the
bresent intention of adhering to it. The
treaty presently rests upon a mutuality
of interests between ourselves and the’
Soviet Union in the avoidance of thermo-
Ruclear war, in the prevention of the
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spread of nuclear weapons ahd In the
reduction of radioactive fallout. Al-
though a common interest does exist in
these areas at present, a time may come
in the future when the Soviet leadership
may conclude that the treaty is no longer
in their interests. We must be prepared
for that eventuality.

In that event, there would be several
courses of action the Soviets might pur-
sue. We must be prepared for all of
them. The Soviets could pPprepare in
secret for an extensive series of tests in
the atmosphere and then suddenly abro-
gate the treaty. Or they could attempt
a program of clandestine tests in the
atmosphere or in space.
would be for them to secretly prepare
for & large-scale series of atmospheric
tests while at the same time conducting
very small clandestine tests with limited
objectives in the atmosphere which they
might feel had a good chance of escap-
ing detection.

On balance, I think it is more likely
that, if the Soviets decided that con-
tinued observance of the treaty was no
jonger in their interests they would se-
cretly prepare and then openly abrogate
the treaty on some bretext rather than
make a concentrated effort to cheat.
The risk of getting caught would not be
worthwhile running in these circum-

stances. Moreover, prior Soviet conduct.

in bringing the 1958 to 1961 moratorium
to an end would indicate such a course of
action was probable. ’

The risks to our security from & sud-
den abrogation of the treaty by the So-
viets are derived primarily from the lead-
time the Soviets would gain over our
own testing. The magnitude of this
risk has been carefully welghed by the
responsible officials of the Government.
During the course of the hearings on the
treaty before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, we heard extensive testimony by
these officlals concerning both the mag-
nitude of the risks involved and the steps
that would be taken to reduce them.

We have discussed this aspect this
afternoon, and the RECORD of today is
filled with quotations from the witnesses
on this subject. ‘

The President has assured the Nation
that we will ourselves mafhtain a high
state of readiness to resufne testing in
the atmosphere. In his television ad-
dress on July 26, he annocunced:

Becret preparations for a sudden with-
drawsl are possible, and, thus, our own
vigllance and strength must be maintained,
ag we remain ready to withdraw and to
résume all forms of testing, & we must.

1n his message transmiiting the treaty
to the Senate the President stated:

We will be ready to resumé testing in the
atmosphere Iif necessary. T

Those testifying before the Foreign Re-
lstions Committee, the Seeretary of De-
fense, the Joint Chiefs of Btaff, and the
Chairman of the Atomic “Energy Com-
mission, all indicated our determination
to maintain a readiness t6 resume test-
ing in the atmosphere. Becretary Mec-
Namars stated to the Committee on
August 13: ’ S

"We have the determinatfén to retaln a
readiness to test in every rélevant environ-

ment. This is a firm national policy. Its

A third course

i
1

exlstence will not only i‘enner the risk of
abrogation minimal, but will also constitute
a strong deterrent to abrogatlon.

I think it is important to emphasize
hoth these aspects of the problem. Our
own readiness to resume testing will in
the first place act as a deterrent to sud-
den sbrogation by the Soviets since there
would be little to be gained by them.
Second, this will minimize the risk to
our security in the event the deterrent
failed.

Based on this firm national policy of
maintaining our own readiness to resume
testing in the atmosphere, the Secretary
of Defense has indicated that we should
be able to conduct proof tests within 2
months from the decision to test, de-
veloprnent tests within 3 months, and
effects tests within 6 months. There-
fore, we may safely conclude that the
leadtime which the Soviets would gain
by a sudden abrogation of the treaty
would not in any way Jjeopardize our
national security.

In spite of repeated and detailed as-
surances by the respdnsible administra-
tion. officials and notwithstanding the
unanimous conclusion of these same offi-
cials, concurred in by the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, that the possible risks
from secret preparations and sudden
resumption of atomspheric tests by the
Soviets were no reason for rejection of
the treaty, we still hear of fears ex-
pressed on this subject. Perhaps these
fears are prompted by our previous pain-
ful experience with the 1958-61 testing
moratorium. However, the Soviet action

in ending the moratorium at that time
didl not jeopardize our security. The So-
viets resumed testing in the atmosphere
on September 1, 1961. We resumed test-
ing ourselves underground on Septem-
ber 15, 1961—a maiter of only 2 weeks
after the Soviets resumed testing. Then,
after evaluating the results of the So-
viet atmospheric series conducted in the
fall of 1961 we carried out our own very
successful series of atmospherie tests
commencing April 5, 1962.

However, it is time for any fears, real
or imagined, about what we can and will
do to keep our guard up, to be finally laid
to rest. The situation that existed at
the end of the moratorium and as it will
exist under the treaty are not the same.
In the first place, under the trealy we
will have a continued program of under-
ground testing. It will be much easler
for us to keep the weapons laboratories
ready to resume testing in the atmos-
phere when they are still able to conduct
tosts underground than when no tests at
all were permitted. Moreover, the ad-
ministration has stated that the con-
tinuing laboratory programs will include
development of those devices which may
at some time require atmospheric test-
ing. The laboratories will be encouraged
to carry their idegs and studies to the
point where final construction of the
device to be tested can be achieved In &
time comparable to the time necessary
to implement an actual atmospheric test
should such tests be authorized. Sec-
ond, maintenance of a condition of
readiness to resume atmospheric testing
will, under the treaty, be a declared
and open national policy. This was not

. .

‘tions for a surprise abrogation.

’
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the case during the moratorium. With
such a policy in effect it will be much
easier to take the steps necessary o
maintain a high state of readiness.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr.
Gilpatric, in a letter dated August 23 to
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, stated that these steps will
jnclude improvement of test support
facilities, the provision for an airborne
nuclear test capability, provision for a
high altitude nuclear effects test capabil-
ity, and the maintenance intact of the
AEC and Defense Department test or-
ganizations.

T am aware that President Kennedy
on a previous occasion indieated that an
atmospheric test ban would be vulner-
able unless it included provision for in-
pection to guard against secret prepars-
More-
over, the President emphasized at that
time the difficulties of keeping topflight
seientists concentrating on the prepara-
tion of experiments which may or may
not take place at an uncertain date In
the future.

These remarks were made early in
1962, shortly after the Soviet.had com-
pleted an extensive series of atmospheric
tests. They were in reply to critics who
were opposing the resumption’ of at-
mospheric tests by the United States.
They were also an attempt to forestall a
possible Soviet proposal for a moratorium
on atmospheric tests just before we
resumed such tests ourselves.

I remember speaking im the Senate on
that very subject, warning that once the
Soviets had completed their tests, they
would try to appeal to world public
opinion and to the United Nations, say-
ing, “Let us have no further tests,” and
try to foreclose us, by public cpinion,
from conducting tests. There were
voices raised in the United States against
testing. I was one of those who urged
that testing be started, despite the
Soviet trick of appealing to the world,
or to the United Natlons, or other instru-
mentalities, against our resumption of
tests.

One of the reasons why the Presi-
dent made the statement he did was to
alert the American people as to the im-
portance of our resumption of tests.

The situation is far different now than
it was in 1962:

We have completed a successful at-
mospheric series. We do. not, therefore,
have the same need to conduct such tests
as we did in 1962.

We have shown that we will not let
world opinion stand in our way if atmos-
pheric tests are essential to our security..
If we had not done so in 1962, there
would have been real reason to doubt
whether laboratory morale could be
maintained under test ban.

Furthermore, Dr. Kistiakowsky testi-
fied that laboratory morale was good.
As the Senator from Alabama pointed
out, not only was laboratory morale
good, but laboratory facilities increased,
the number of scientists increased, and
the quality of experimentation improved.
This was the testimony, under oath, of
the highest science adviser in this gov-
ota_’mment under the previous administra-
lon.

Approy?d For Release 2004/03/11 : iCIA-RDPGSBOO383R00010021 0001-9



1963

" scientific considerations.

-Our Government has madé a thorough
study of the problems of maintaining
laboratory readiness and of Inspecting
laboratories for test preparations. The
President has now concluded that lab-
oratory readiness is quite realistic, but
laboratory inspection is not—at least,
not on terms which either we or the So-
viets could accept. -
-~The President has established a firm
national policy of readiness to resume
atmospheric tests in the event the treaty
ends. It is up to us in the Congress to
support that policy with funds, as the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
rorr] sald earlier today. ,

THE REFUSAL TO EXAMINE BASIC ISSUES

If the treaty provided no more than a
reasonable assurance that its ratifica-
tion did not entail unacceptable military
risks, it would hardly be worth the time
and effort we have devoted in its behalf
or the years of planning and negotiation
that preceded its signing on August 5,
1963.  This, however, is clearly not the
case. The treaty does contain other fea-
tures which are in our national interest;
and it is precisely these features, in my
opinion, which provide the basic reasons
for advocating its ratification,

It is my deep hope that in this Senate
debate we can examine these other fea-
tutes with care and discernment. For
good and_sufficient reasons the burden
of the hearings dealt with military and
: On the basis
of the evidence compiled in these hear-
ings, every Senator should be able to
reach a deterthination about the rela-
tionship of this treaty and the military

.séeurity of this country, Since none of

us in this body are scientists, or directly
involved with the military defense of the
nited States, I am doubtful whether we

© can make any significant addition to

what hag already been compiled. We
can, however, make a number of definite
contributions in considering the non-

- military, that is, the foreign policy, the

diplomatic, the political reasons for sup-

porting the treaty. ’
-Of course, the distinction between

military and political issues is not abso-

“lute. In fact, the two are interrelated.

It is a_well-established axiom of infer-
national relations, particularly in the
éra of nuclear warfare, that military de-
cislons concerning weapons systems have
definite political overtones. TRHat is, the

‘capability of a particular weapons sys-

tem, or the impact of a strategy of war-
fare, are important factors in detei-
mining a country’s foreign policy. TUsed
in this context there is a blending of
military and political factors.

I have always been impressed by the
statement of the famous French leader
Clemenceau that “War is too important
to be left to generals.” I believe that is
& relevant statement. o
: text of this treaty, however,
tion can be somewhat sharper.
n speak of political considera-
tions here, we reféer to those considera-

- tions relating to United States-Soviet re-
. lations in their totality; we refer to the

basic’ tides in international relations
which determine the postures of alliances

and the relationships among nations.
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‘decades the Communists

Mr. President, the Senate, and this
Nation seldom have had such an oppor-
tunity to examine the fundamental is-
sues relating to future United States-
Soviet relations and the outlook for the
cold war. Indeed, these are the issues

which relate to the very future existence

of our country and oiur democratic sys-
tem. ‘These decisions will, perhaps,
even determine the fate of mankind
itself.

Yet how we avoid them. How can we
steadfastly refuse a frank, open and con-

structive debate on the factors of sur--

vival in the nuclear age?
I read in my mail such enlightening
remarks as:

Under our Constitution, the U.S. Senate-

can refuse ratification of the slick deal with
Moscow. * * * because this Is & deal engi-
neered by a Washington Iinnercircle of the
pseudosophisticated, pseudointellectuals who
deride our Constitution as outdated.

On I read:

If the treaty 1s ratified, there will be no
consequences perceptible to the public. But
there will be a violent rash of propaganda

about the break in the cold war and the wis- -

dom and hopefulness of further agreements
to elminiate the danger and crushing burden
of the armaments race. Step by step, Com-
munist overlords will negotiate us into a state
of total helplessness and then force us into
total surrender.

Those are two quotations from many
letters, some of which I brought with me
to the Chamber today. These letters are
highly emotional and irrational. My
office has been flooded with cards, mim-
eographed on one side, identifying most
of the Members of Congress as Com-
munists or Communist sympathizers,
dupes; dopes, renegades, and a few other
things.

"I -hear such phrases as, “To ratify the
treaty would mean collaboration with
godless communism,” or, “appeasement
has escalated so rapidly that we have
crawled on our knees to Moscow to obtain

-this Moscow nuclear test ban treaty.” -

As the Senator from Rhode Island
said this afternoon, this treaty was not
written in Moscow. It was signed there,
but it was written in Washington, D.C.
This is an American treaty, advanced
by two American Presidents, negotiated
by American represeritatives. We have
no reason to be ashamed of it. We have
reason to be proud of the fact that this
Nation, which has always been dedicated
1o a just and honorable world and a just
and honorable peace, continues to pur-
sue that objective. It is to thé eternal
credit of the leaders of our country that
they have kept uppermost in their feel-
ing and attitude and policy the pursuit

‘of a just and enduring peace, without

sacrificing our security or sacrificing
‘democratic prineiples.

“In light of such statements of the
radical right wing, need one inquire,
“Why such outspoken advocacy of this
treaty?”

" How long will 'we permit ourselves to
fall into the fatal trap of debating such
critical issues as national survival in the
niclear age mefely on the basis of
slogans, préjudices, and ill-informed
and irrational notions of reality? For
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have repeatedly fallen victim to their
own penchant for viewing Western de-
mocracies through the twisted perspec-
tives of Marxist dogma and slogans.
They have repeatedly refused to see us
as we really are. Are we willing to say
that a proud and free people can do no
better than ape the Communists by
adopting similar tactics?

As long as I am permitted to stand on
this floor and represent, in part, the
State of Minnesota the answer will be,
“No, never.”

There are, of course, opponents of this
treaty who are in no way associated with
the fright peddlers, fear mongers, and
professional anti-Communists  who
haunt this land.

Some honest doubts have been ex-
pressed, and they are in an entirely dif-
ferent category, and are not to be asso-
ciated with the irresponsible emotional-
ism with which many of us are being
flooded. Such doubts and opinions are
the basis for what I hope will be a full
and frank debate on the political merits
of this treaty.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MILITARY POWER
AND NATIONAL SECURITY

‘Why: does this Senator place such im-
portance on the political considerations
of this treaty? Numerous withesses be-
fore the Foreign Relations Committee—
many of them who had come to testify
on military considerations—emphasized
that military power by itself was not suf-
ficient to insure the security of the Unit~
ed States. Let me quote from the com-
pelling testimony of the Secretary of
State, the Honorable Dean Rusk:

For 18 years we have held the Commu-
nist drive in check largely by the deterrent
force of our massive military strength. We
shall maintain that overwhelming strength
until we are certain that freedom can be as-
sured by other means. But throughout we
have known that a lasting peace could hot
be founded upon armed might alone. It
can be secured only by durable international
institutions, and by a respect for law and its
procedures * * *. The most important thing
about the treaty is, therefore, what it may
symbolize and what new paths it may open.
That, no one can now foretell * * *, But
if the promise of this treaty can be realized,
if we can take even this one small step along
a new course, then frail and fearful man-
kind may find another step and another un-
til confidence replaces terror and hope takes
over from despalr.

I believe those are powerful and wise
words on the part of a dedicated public
servant, the Secretary of State.

Dr. Kistiakowsky also testified elo-
quently on this point: -

I do not believe that we or any nation
can find any real security in the continuing
arms race. It is now evident that the United
States and the Soviet Union each have the
capability to deliver an utterly devastating
attack on each other, To talk of winning
such a confilct is to misuse the language;
only a pyrrhic victory could be achieved in
a nuclear war. :

I have already quoted certain relevant
passages from Dr. York’s testimony. Be-
ginning on page 761 of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee hearings, Dr. York doc-
uments year-by-year the increase of U.S.
military power and the.concurrent de-
cline in national security. He closes this
analysis with these thoughtful words:
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It is my view that the problem posed to
both sides by this dilemma of steadily in~
creasing military power and steadily decreas-
ing natlonal security has no technical solu-
tion. If we continue to look for solutions
in the area of sclence and technology only,
the result will be a steady and inexorable
worsening of this situation.

These words are particularly impres-
sive sinee they were spoken by a man
who has devoted his life and career in
the pursuit of science, and who has been
responsible for the development of much
of this Nation’s military power.

We are indebted to scientists for their
recognition of the fact that the answer
to our problems today is not to be found
in the test tube or laboratory, but, in-
stead, in the minds and hearts of men
and in their capacity to.learn to live to-
gether.

The dilemma we face is simply this:
from the point after World War II when
the United States held an absolute nu-
clear monopoly, this Nation’s military
power has continued to increase. Yet
the overall security of the United States

_ Is obviously far less today than it was
. in 1046. For while our military power

has surged ahead, the Soviet Union’s
nuclear capacity has done likewise,

Our Nation has never been stronger
militarily; yet we have never been in
graver danger. The identical situation
prevails in the Soviet Union. A single
command, in either country, could re-
sult in the utter destruction of both
nations and many others.

The argument has been advanced in
Congress, particularly by the distin-

" guished Senator from Washington [Mr.

JACKsON], that wars have usually oc-

" curred when a nation has become weak,

when its defenses have been permitted
to deterlorate. I believe this is abso-
lutely correct. We must maintain what-
ever strength our civilian and military
leaders believe is essential to defend the
vital interests of the Unjted States. No
one supporting this treaty had ever sug-
gested otherwise. However, when we
have achieved this level of military pre-
paredness, we must then not shrink
from exploring those nonmilitary ques-
tions which may disclose ways to in-
crease the national security—as opposed
to only the military power-—of the
United States.

In sum, we must first provide for
whatever military strength is needed to
deter the Communist nations from ag-
gression and subversion. This provides,
in effect, a protective umbrella or a
shield under which or behind which we
can then seek the kind of mutually ad-
vantageous political situations which
serve to lessen the likelihood of nuclear
annihilation. It is precisely such a situ-
ation of mutual advantage which we be-
lieve prevails in the treaty to ban
nuclear testing in the atmosphere, un-
derwater, and in outer space.

I hope the United States of America,
which is a citizen democracy, will never
become & modern Sparta; otherwise we
shall lose, as surely as the Spartans lost,
despite their power. We have some
rather tough questions to ask.

THE HARD FACTS OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

It seems to me that those persons who
assert without qualification that the
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treaty musft be rejected, that we cannot
do business with the Russians under any
condlition, that we should seek total vic-
tory over communism, have a duty to
answer the following questions:

First. Do they belleve that the Soviet
Unicn and other Communist nations are
simply going to go away, fade away, and
leave the world at pehce? If not, is it
the course of wisdom to pretend that the
Soviet Union has ceased to exist?

Second. Do they believe the United
States could survive—in any meaningful
sense-—a nuclear exchange with the So-
viet Union? Could the Soviet Union sur-
vive? :

Third. Do they beliéve that the Com-
munist nations are impervious to the
tides of history which have, since the
dawn of man, kept relations among na-
tions in a state of constant flux? Are
they immune to internal and external
forces ahd, therefore, eternally insulated
from. all change?

I will not attempt to say how other
Senators would answer these questions,
But I can say how the Senator from Min-
nesota answers them. -

Both the United States and the Soviet
Union possess sufficient nuclear power
virtually to destroy each other. T hope
Senators will consider the full ramifica-
tions of this grim reality.

We are not discussing soccer, rughy, or
football. We are discussing the survival
-of the human race. We are discussing
peace and war. Moreover, I see no evi-
dence whatsoever to suggest that the
Boviet Union and its allies intend sud-
denly to resign from active participation
in the affairs of this world.

To the contrary, I see evidence that
they intend to do quite a little about af-
fairs in this world, and intend to do it
their way. Nor do I conceive of any way
that a nation possessifg the power and
influence of the Soviet Urndon can simply

be ignored when they seek attention

whether by abuse by voice or by the
written word.

However, while the Soviet Union main-
tains a dedicated and unrelenting an-
tagonism against the free nations of the
West, against our political and economic
systems, there appears to be a desire to
avoid nuclear war and to pursue the com-
petition with the West through other less
lethal channels. Let us not decide our-
selves on this point—and it was to this
that I was referring earlier in my col-
loquy with the Senator from Louisiana:

The Soviet Union still seeks the triumph of

communism over capitallssa and of totall-
tarianism over democracy.

They have not given up their goal or
objective. But Chairman Khrushchey
and his associates are sufficiently hard-
headed to know that'a triumph over
capitalism through nuclear war, even if
it were possible, would be a hollow tri-
umph indeed. What the leaders of the
Soviet Union do intend is a total offen-
sive against our system in terms of eco-
nomic and political competition, plus the
military competition.

The Soviet Union knows that the
United States will never initiate a nu-
clear war. Khrushchev also believes that
he now possesses sufficient military pow-
er to protect the vital interests of his
country. Therefore, he is seeking ways,
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as I see it, to divert resources from mili-
tary pursuits into heightening the eco-
nomlic, industrial, scientific, and politi-
cal competition.

The Soviet Union has problems in in-
dustry and agriculture. The recent; visit
by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture to
the Soviet Union revealed that the Soviet
Union intends to plow into its agriculture
hundreds of millions, yes, billions, of
dollars for fertilizer and new equipment.

He also learned that the Soviet Union
could not outproduce the United States
in weapsons and missiles, even if the
praduction of consumer goods was
sacrificed.

One thing that I believe has been made
clear in the past few years, particularly
since 1961, is that by stepping up com-
petition in the arms race in order to
improve what we thought was our se-
curity posture, we have compelled the
Soviet Union to divert vast amounts of
its resources into the arms race, to pro-
duce weapons that it does not have in
adequate supply. Khrushchev may well
have come to the conclusion that this
is a futile and losing effort.

He has not slackened his attack on
the free institutions of the West. I do
not think he will. In fact, we should
be for more cognizant of the possible
dangers from such a nonmilitary Com-
munist offensive. In my opinion, the
Senate has been overly hypnotized into
glving almost total consideration to the
military questions associated with the
treaty. We have practically ignored
these other challenges which are, in my
opinion, far more likely to result from
ratification of the treaty.

We rely chiefly on the testimony of
generals, colonels, majors, and scientists.
Yet we are supposed to understand the
political, the economic, and the social
forces. Paradoxieally, Senators are try-
ing to decide on the size of weapons and
ballistic missiles, whereas they should be
considering economics, history, and the
soclal and politieal forces which are at
work in America and throughout the
world.

REASONS FOR SOVIET ACCEPTANCE QF TRFATY

Many persons, including myself, have
pondered over the reasons for the deci-
sion of the Soviet Union to sign this test
ban treaty, after rejecting similar oppor-
tunities for years. I believe that the
answers are closely related to the reasons
for the determination to steer the cold
war—if only for a brief period of time—-
1i:.tilto the nonmilitary spheres of competi-

on. .

I believe Mr. Khrushchev feels that we
know less about that area of the struggle
than we do about the military area. He
has respect for our generals. I know, for
he has told me so. He also has respect
for our scientists; but I am not sure he
has much respect for our economic, po-
litical, and social judgments. Why?
Because we do not spend much time
working on them.

Mr. President, as I have said, I believe
the answers to the Soviet decision can be
found in four principal factors..

First. The Russians had become aware
of the dramatic increase in U.S. military
strength during the past 3 years; and it
has been dramatic. They saw that the
United States had effectively doubled its

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 : CIA-RDP65B00383R000100210001-9



1963

milltary power smce 19690, partlcularly
by equipping its strategle alert forces
with nuclear warheads, by modernizing
and accelerating naval ship construction,
and by a 200-percent increase in the Na-
tions counfer-guerrilla forces. Yet it
wag, and ls, clear to the Russians that
we will not use our military strength to
attack them, ‘

They have seen that we have many
other programs in the process of being
achieved, = 1In fact, Congress will vote an-
other $10 billion appropriation for de-
fense in one-tenth the time it takes us

-to debate about this treaty; and in mak-

. Ing that appropriation, all of us will say

we know exactly what we are doing.

- ' With all due respect for all Senators,
I venture to assert that not one-tenth of
us_ have studied in detail the defense
budget, nor have we.inquired into all the
plans of the military.

- Becond., The Russian leadership was
profoundly shaken by the resolution and
determination displayed by President

- Rennedy over the 1961 Berlin situation,

and most dramatically during the Cuban
crisis of last October, when Soviet mis-
siles were forced out of Cuba. In my

~discussions this month with Soviet lead-

~ers in Moscow, I was impressed by the

chastenmg effect of the President’s deci~
slon in the Cuban ecrisis on the thmkmg
of Soviet leaders.

Third. The Soviet leaders have felt
increasing pressure to divert resources

-.away from the field of military produc-~

tion and into the domestic area, par-
txcula,r]y mto the field of agnculbure.
Certainly we should know something
about agriculture, But, Mr. President,
do we ever hear Senators discuss what
is happening to Soviet agriculture ex-

- eept its failures? It may not always be

' _ debate on these problems.

a failure. It may give us more compe-

" - tition in the agricultural Common Mar-

ket and may cause us more concern in
Latin America, Asia, and Africa than
any present problem that we face. But
in the Senate there is seldom thoughtful
The Soviets’
continued massive failure in the field of

" - agriculture was all the more significant

in the face of America’s smashing tri-
umphs_in the production of food, not
only for the Nation but for the hungry
of the world. .

Mr. President, do not think for a min-
ute that Mr. Khrushchev does not un-
derstand the power of food. We look
upon our apuandance of food as a sur-
plus; but Mr. Khrushchev looks upon it
as & major asset in his total attempt to
defeat freedom in the world. The day

~ the Soviets create an abundance of food,

they will put it to work “to bury us”;

—they will make it part of their policy of

domination and control of the world.
We have the God-given blessing of

an abundance of food and fiber; yet we

worry about it as if it were the worst

thing that ever happened to us.

Y. repeat, perhaps this is why Khru-

hev. wauld like, to shift the emphasis

. away from the military—where he knows

4

farmer,

he cannot win—to the political, where
‘he believes his chances are better. I
hope his evajuation is wrong.

‘After 5 years of prodding by an Iowa
Roswell Garst, Khrushehev has

. the world
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now acknowledged that the problems of
Soviet agriculture cannot be solved with~
out massive capital investment—partic-
ularly in commercial fertilizer. The
need for such capital has had a consid-
erable influence on the deciston to slow
down the production of military weap-
ons.

‘When we appropriate more money for
the military we have less to spend for
schools. When Khrushchev appropriates
more money for the military he has less
money to spend on agriculture,

The Russian’s need for capital for eco-
homic expansion, for agriculture, for in-
dustry, for housing, and for consumer
goods has had a considerable-influence,
in my opinion, on the decision of the
Soviets to slow down or attempt to slow
down the production of weapons.

PFourth. The Soviet Union is deeply
concerned about the conflict with Red
China. During our talks with Premier
Khrushchev, in Moscow, at the time of
the signing of the treaty, the Soviet Pre-
mier left the unmistakable impression
that the strongest reason causing him to
support a test ban freaty was the con-
flict with China.

Some say the dispute is only make-
believe. But if it is, then the news-
papers of America are doing a great dis-
service to the American public, because
every day they publish headline stories
about the dispute with China. Buf I do
not believe we are being misinformed.

Mr. President, you may recall that
when I was in Moscow in December of
1958, I reported to our Government that
even then Khrushchev had some unkind
things to say about Communist China.
Mr. President, you may also recall that
at the Communist Party meeting in Mos-
cow Premier Khrushchev attacked me
personally; he said I lied, that I was a
Baron Munchausen, or something of the
sort. He said, “Why should I tell this
known anti-Communist about our so-
called problems with China?” But he
did tell me; and I told the President, be-
cause I felt it was my duty to report
accurately; and I also told our then Sec-
retary of State, John Foster Dulles.

Mr, President, I wish to make clear
that what I first reported has now be-
come a fact of international politics. It
is a fact that there is an ideological dis~-
pute between the Soviet Union and
China. It is a fact, as the majority
leader stated today, for the Recorp, that
there are even border disputes between
the Soviet Union and China. The Chi-~
nese Communists assail Khrushchev
every day and call him an appeaser, a
militarist, and a capitalist lackey because
of the treaty.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
fear of a nuclear armed China has been

2 major fact in creating Russian sup- -

port for a test ban at this time. But
equally important, the posture of peace
is a popular platform for Khrushchev in
his struggle for Soviet supremacy within
the Communist .world. Khrushchev
needs more than military strength to re-
store unity to the Communist blec, to ex~
tend this leadership to all Communist
countries. The platform of peace is also
a popular platform in competing for the
allegiance of the nona,lmed nations of
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Have my colleagues thought why the
signing of the treaty took place in Mos-
cow? Have BSenators considered the
timing? I ask Senators if they have
given some real thoughtful consideration
to the circumstances. I should like to
relate them.

In Moscow this summer were repre-
sentatives of the Chinese Communists
from Peiping, China. They were there
to meet with representatives of the So-
viet Union and other Communist leaders
of Eastern Europe in an effort, suppos-
edly or allegedly, to resolve the ideologi-
cal differences between the two camps
in the Communist sphere,

Mr. Khrushchev did not fight the
struggle on the Chinese Communist
terms. He decided to move into another
area. He said, “What is the major issue
in the world today? What is the issue
that divides the Communist Chinese ~
from the Russians at this particular
time?”

One of those issues is peaceful coexist-
ence.  One of those issues is the fact
that the Chinese Communists are
aggressive. They have made clear
through their spokesmen that they have
no fear of nuclear war. They have even
gone so far as to say they could lose 300
million people in a nuclear war and
:hfire would still be 400 million Chinese

eft.

Mr. Khrushchev knows something
about arithmetic. He took a look at
those figures and said, “That is exactly
75 million more dead than there are
Russians living.” So Mr. Khrushchev
said, “I will take the peace issue.” Mr.
Khrushchev showed new interest in the
treaty, not only because of the other

-factors that I have recited today, but

because in the struggle with the Chinese
Communists, which is a serious struggle
foday in the Communist bloc, he needed
a platform upon which he could stand
and around which he could rally sup-
port. He is not talking about the treaty
in respect to how it strengthens his mili~
tary posture but how it strengthens his
peace posture in the world,

Mr. Khrushchev was getting nowhere
in his effort. On the basis of ideology,
Leninism, and Marxism, the Chinese,
who were absolute purists on that ques-
tion, and the newer Communist power,
constantly condemned Mr, Khrushchev
for being more of a pragmatist and a
deviationist. What they said in simple
terms was that Mr. Khrushchev is not
a ftrue Communist. Khrushchev has
some bourgeois, capitalistic habits.

Mr. Khrushchev replied that the Chi-
nese Communists want a war. They are
aggressive. They know nothing about
the dangers of nuclear war, They are
irresponsible,

With all his limitations, Mr. Khru-
shchev has some understanding of po-
litical forces. He is no soft touch. He
is no easy mark. He is clever. He is
extremely able. He is subtle. He can

"be treacherous, and he knows how to

fight. One could not become Chairman
of the Council of Ministers in the So-
viet Union and survive since 1917 by
being stupid. Khrushchev has qualities
of leadership. He ascertained quickly
that if it came down to a strict interpre-
tation of Lenmism a.nd Marxxsm, he




~
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would lose that struggle with his Chinese
Communist brethren.

I say to my fellow Americans that I
find it very ironical that a people who
have been the users of force, abuse, and
tyranny, and who have never really be-
lieved in peace, today make themselves
the self-styled champions of peace be-
cause we let them,

Peace does not make one a weakling
or an appeaser. One cannot get peace
by being a weakling or an appeaser.
The processes of peace require more
courage than do the processes of war
on the battlefield. The process of peace
reguire more statesmanship than mili-
tary education alone.

OVERLAPPING INTERESTS

While the Soviet Union may have good
and sufficient reasons for accepting the
treaty at this time, it does not neces-
sarily follow that a test ban is not also
in the best interests of the United States.

I cannot imagine ocur country signing
a treaty that would be to our disad-
vantage. If I thought the President of
the United States would sign a treaty
that he knew would be to our disadvan-
tage, he should be impeached, and the
result should not be merely & failure to
ratify the treaty. We make treaties be-
cause we think there is good in them
for us.

For example, we signed a treaty with
the Japanese and in the treaty provided
that Japan could not have a military
establishment—because, we thought, it
was to our advantage. We did the same
with the Germans. We altered the
treaty with the Germans. Why? Be-
cause we thought it might be to our ad-
vantage as & partner In NATO if the
Germans had a powerful military es-
tablishment.

I repeat that any treaty that does not
have a mutuality of advantage will never
be kept. That is not the way things can
be explained to people. It would be much
egsier fo goon the stump and say, “This
treaty is no good because the Russians
will benefit.” That would prove that the
speaker is a vigorous antl-Communist.
It would also prove that he would not
know what he was talking about.

280 Y repeat, while the Soviet Union
may have good and sufficient reasons for
gecepting the treaty at this time, it does
1ot necessarily follow that a test ban is
not also in the best interests of the Unit-
ed States. To the contrary, it appears
to this Senator to be highly desirable to
Encourage a more moderate Soviet pol-

¢ ey in relation to nuclear war and the

arms race even if it means helghtened
eompetition In the nonmilitary spheres.
‘We can do this by seeking areas of agree-
ment which serve the interests of both
4he United States and the Sovlet Union.
I have listed what appear to be the prin-
cipal motlves ror Sovlet acceptance of
the treaty.

I am sure there are others. The com-
mittee report recites some.

I would also note the four specific areas
where the interests of the two nations

* appear to overlap.

First. I can think of no greater possi-
ble mutuality of interest on the part of

* the Soviet Union and the United States

than in the prevention of thermonuclear
Lwar.
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There is only one other nation with
any of these bombs besides Russia and
the United States; that Is, Great Britain.
If a thermonuclear war should break out,
the first nations to suffer the unbelieva-
ble, indescribable, destructive tragedy
would be the United States of America
and the Soviet Union. We have some
mutuality of interest in respect to pre-
venting that.

The results of such a war would be
grave destruction on both sides. Pres-
ident Kennedy has stated:

A full-scale nuclear exchange, lasting less
than 60 minutes, with the weapons now in
existence, could wipe out more than 300 mil-
lion Araericans, Europeafts, and Russians, as
well as untold numbers elsewhere.

That is what we gre talking about.
We are talking about whether we can
slow down the nuclear arms race a little
to give us some breathing space, a little
time to bring reason to bear upon these
problems.

It is clear that Chairman Khrushchev
agrees with the Presxdent’s conclusion on
this subject. He has, indeed, warned the
Coramunist Chinese that in the event.of
a nuclear catastrophe “the survivors
would envy the dead.” That is a very
impressive and perceptive statement.

The Cuban missile crisis served to
heighten the awareness and sensitivity of
both sides to this very grave risk.

Second, as the United States snd the
Soviet Union glower at each other from
atop our separate stockpiles of nuclear
destruction, we share a common interest
in preventing the spread of these weap-
ons of mass destruction to other coun-
tries which do not already have them,
Both of us realize that the proliferation
of nuclear weapons' will, if permitted to
continue over time, multiply the dangers
of thermonuclear war. It will increase
the danger of the use of nuclear weapons
in local confiicts, either by accident or
design, by governments substantially less
stable and less responsible than our own.

The nuclear test ban treaty will not,
of itself, stop the further proliferation
of nuclear weapons. But the treaty will
significantly reinforce present U.S. poli-
cies in this regard. 'These policies have
been wisely and emiphatically enunciated
by the Congress in legislation dealing
with atomic energy matters.

Third, both the United States and the
Soviet Union share a common interest in
the prevention of further contamination
of the atmosphere by radioactive fallout.
The radioactive pollution of the atmos-
phere from previous nuclear tests has
created a health hazard which we share
not only with the Soviet Union but also
with all other céuntries of the world.
Further testing will increase the danger
and the nuclear test ban treaty will have
a dramatic effect in reducing this risk.

Just how serious is this risk? This has
been discussed & great deal. Although
the matter is hotly debated, I have be-
come quite concerned over certain recent
reports. Dr. Magurice B. Visscher, pro-
fessor of physiology at the University of
Minnesota, and former president of the
American Physiological Socisty—and, I
might add, a close personal friend—said
on August 20, 1963, that there are two
facts which Senators “can fgnore only at

‘
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the risk of great damage to the people
of the United States and the world.”

These facts, according to Dr. Visscher,
are: First, there is now good scientific
evidence that radiation at the average
levels already produced by fallout is cap-
able of increasing the incidence of cancer
by significant amounts, and second, fall-
out is not uniform and, as a consequence,
some people are exposed to many times
the average dose.

If the Senator from Utah or the Sen-
ators from Nevada were present today,
perhaps they would be able to make a
further contribution.

Should it give us any feeling of cheer
to read in the newspapers that the Uni~
versity of Utah has demonstrated that
the amount of strontium 99 in milk is
double what it has ever been befcre in
the recorded history of the testing of
milk?

The speech made by the distinguished
majority leader, soon after Labor Day,
was one of the most concise, definitive,
effective speeches ever delivered on this
subject in this body.

For example, young children in Utah
have been exposed to amounts of iodine
131 significantly above the levels where
protective measures should be taken.
Another example, residents of Falmer,
Alaska have been exposed to amounts of
iodine 131 above the acceptable level as
established by the Federal Radiation
Council.

I add, they keep raising the level.

Alaskan eskimos have absorbed unac-
ceptable amounts of cesium 137. And so
the story goes. It is not a pleasant story.
This treaty gives us the opportunity to
begin writing the final chapter of this
story.

Why should the Nation not be con-
cerned about the unknown hazards of
radioactive fallout? What right has the
Government, of the United States or any
other government to contaminate the
atmosphere with products which have a
serious and adverse effect upon the
Iﬁ?a;th of mankind, animals, and plant-
life?

One might say, “Do you have enough
facts to justify any indictment of radio-
active fallout?” I have enough facts fo
know that it is not good for us. We all
know that a sufficient dose of radioac-
tivity is detrimenyal, and can be lethal.
We know it affects the yet unborn.

There is another mutuality of interest.

Fourth, both the United States and
the Soviet Union share & common inter-
est in the prevention of war by accident,
miscalculation or a mere failure of com-
munications. I have already alluded fo
the fact that the treaty would, by in-
hibiting the spread of nuclear weapons,

reduce the dangers of their accidental -

use. We should also reflect, however,
upon what has gone hefore and what
may come after the treaty. On June 20
the Soviet Union and the United States
agreed upon the establishment of a di-
rect communications link between Wash-
ington and Moscow. ‘The “hot line” be-
came operational on September 1. After
the treaty we may look forward to fur-
ther negotiations regarding measures to
reduce the risk of war by unintended
causes. For example, Chairman Khru-
shehev has recently Indicated a revived -
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Soviet interest in the establishment of
ground ohservation posts located on both
sides of the Iron Curtain. Such posts
would reduce the dangers of surprise con-
~ventional attack.. An agreement of this
- kind, if not linked to other unacceptable
measures,” would be in our interests to
| pursue. ool
Mr, President, when we think of the
difficult and serious days of October 1962,
we should meditate for a moment upon
the fact that the communication be-
tween this, country and the Soviet Union
was so bad that we had to rely upon
open radip. There was no .real com-
munication, in this world of computers
1in space travel, of speed and efficiency.
~~"We did not get an agreement with the
Soviet . Union on the “hot line” because
we love the Russians or because they
love us, or because we have turned Com-
munist or. they have turned capitalist.
We got that agreement because every-
body was frightened half to death that
~unless there were better communications
somebody might push the button and the
—.puclear war would be on. .
.. All this nonsense about, “Do you trust
them? Are you being taken in by them?
Are you getting soft on the Russians or
communism?” is sheer political non-
«sense, We do not trust them. They do
not trust us.
The treaty is not based upon trust.
It is based upon a mutuality of interest,
and upon detection,

‘Prof, . Marshall Shulman of the
Fletcher Sghool of Law and Interna-
tional Diplomacy, in a brilliant analysis
of Soviet and United States policy relat-
ing to the test ban, pointed out that (a)
there is this natural overlapping of So-
viet and Unjted States interests, and (b)
there are other unintended effects of
“Soviet policy likely to be in the interests
of the United States. «

ti.Let me guote from Dr. Shulman’s
* testimony: , .
- -Indeed, the most striking characteristics
of recent Soviet foreign policy has been the
way in which policies undertaken for short
term, expedential burposes have tended to
elongate in time, and become embedded in
doctrine and. political strategy. The shift
"to a “‘peaceful coexistence” emphasis, orig-
Inally a tactical alternation, has been evolv-
ing and deepening into a poliey directed to
Dpower bloc politics rather than toward social
revolution. o . . :
-In terms of the longrun ‘security of
the United States, it can be argued that
~ this unintended effect has created an
environment less likely to lead to nuclear
war., , ‘ e
Peaceful coexistence does not mean
that there is going to be peace and hap-
piness in the world. It means only that
- the Soviet Union will emphasize the non.
" military aspects of the competition and
strugele in order to achieve its objectives.
4o A8 Dr, Shulman .pointed out, these
changes in Soviet strategy and doctrine
have, at least in part, resulted from
Western . strength and determination.
In short, it is possible to influence basic
Soviet strategy in a way which raises the
. Rossibility of increasing U.S. national
"We did that when we told Mr. Khru-
_shchev to gef his missiles out of Cuba.
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Let me again quote from Dr. Shul-
man’s testimony
It should be possible for us to recoghize,
without in the slightest minimizing the seri-
ousness of our conflict with the Soviet Union

‘or diminishing the vigor of our prosecution

of this effort, that this does not preclude the
search for some safeguards, although per-
haps at this stage only marginal ones, which
can be mutually advantageous.

I would like to give that statement
great emphasis in this debate. It seems
to me to sum up the basic argument of
those who support this treaty. No one is
talking about “crawling to Moscow on
our knees,” or, “selling out to Khru-
shchev.” Everyone accepts the per-
fectly self-evident fact that America
must remain militarily strong. But say-
ing these things surely does not disqual-
ify one from also saying that we must
also search for other safeguards as well.

At this point in time we surely cannot
overlook the vast implications of the
Sino-Soviet struggle for the future of
mankind. .

I intend to discuss this matter in the
Senate some time in the future, But for

" the present let me make these several

brief observations.
Chairman Khrushchev has probably

staked his personal political survival and -

perhaps the dominance of the Soviet
Union among Communist nations on the
policy of “peaceful coexistence.” If one
accepts the realities of the real world, as
oppbosed to the fantasies of the radical
right wing, it seems incontestable that
the security of the United States does not
lie with the bellicose, militarily aggres-
sive, and comparatively irresponsible
Communist Chinese. Nor does it lie with
their allies within the Soviet military
and government. power structure, And,
make no mistake about it, those forces
do exist within the Soviet Union.

If the Soviet Union—in the context of

1its struggle with Communist China-—can

be encouraged to pursue those policies
which have the perhaps unintended effect
of increasing the overall security of the
United States, we should do so. Rejec-
tion of this treaty would surely have the
most pbrofound impact on the Sino-Soviet
struggle, with the strong Possibility of a
military reaction within both the Soviet
Union and Communist Ching, that would
gravely threaten the long-term security
of this Nation in terms of nuclear war,

If the treaty is rejected, there will be
an arms race the likes of which the world
has never known.

*What we are really talking about is
whether the United States can afford to
take this small step toward building
greater confidence between the two prin-
cipal nuclear powers in the world. We
do not enter this period with sanguine
or foolish notions of what may eventu-

ally result. We have our powder ready, .

and it is very, very dry, and there is lots
of it. If we find that the Soviet Union
does not share our belief that the com-
petition between these two great systems
of power can be pursued in ways which
exclude mutual annihilation, then we
must face this fact grimly, resolutely,
and courageously. We demonstrated our
willingness. and, ability to assume this
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year ago this coming

posture just 1
October.

On the other hand, can we now afford
not to make this contribution to the
“process of peace” which President Ken-
nedy discussed so eloquently at Ameri-
can University in June.

The President said:

There is no single, simple key to this
beace-—no grand or magic formula to be
adopted by one or two pPowers. Genuine
beace must be the product of many nations,
the sum of many acts. It must be dynamic,
not static, changing to meet the challenge
of each new generation. For peace 1s a proc-
ess-—a way of solving problems.

I wish this great message of our Presi-
dent were more fully understood .and
more often applied.

I have been an advocate of this treaty
because it represented to me a beginning
to the solution of the problem of the es-
calating arms race and the many dangers
related to this competition. If this treaty
is a feeble candle in the immense void of
nuclear desolation, the feeble candle
which our distinguished majority leader
described so eloquently last week, then I
think we have a sacred obligation to see
that this candle is permitted to flicker,
however weakly. I want no guilt on my
hands for snuffing it out,

A candle provides little comfort in the
black darkness of night. And 50 I see no
strong assurances of comfort in this
treaty. But I shall vote for it so that
there will continue to be some light; so
that we will not be in darkness; so that
we can continue the search for other
candles.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, so
that Senators may have available to
them various editorials and other mate-
rials which raise questions about or ob-
Jections to the proposed Moscow test ban
treaty, I have been placing in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD some important ma-
terials from around the country which
have come to my attention. As the Sen~
ate is now giving consideration to the
ratification of this treaty in floor debate,
I think it is particularly appropriate that
some material that I have gathered to-
gether be made available for study and
consideration in today’s Recorp. I there-
fore ask unanimous consent to have the
following material printed in the REcorp
at the conclusion of these remarks.

First. A letter from Mr. I. V. Horner,
1256 East Woodward Boulevard, Tulsa,

Okla., dated August 10, 1963.
Second. Two editorials from the
Knoxville Journal, Knoxville, Tenn.,

dated August 23, 1963, entitled, “Be Kind
to Communists” and “One Hundred New
Frontier Accommodations (Concessions)
Listed.” ) .

Third. An editorial from the Enquirer,
Cincinnati, Ohio, August 4, 1963, entitled,
“Here We Go Again.”

Fourth. An article by Constantine
Brown which appeared in the Sunday
Star on September 7, 1963, entitled
“NATO and the Test Ban Treaty.”

Fifth. An editorial from the Aiken
Standard and Review, Aiken, S.C., Sep-
tember 3, 1963, entitled “Help Your Sen-
ator,” e AL Sl 0 e L e
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Sixth. An article written by Robert
Morris on August 30, 1963, entitled “The
Test Ban Treaty.”

Seventh. An article which appeared in
the Columbia Record, Columbia, S.C.,on
September 5, 1963, entitled “Strauss Lists
Traps in Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.”

Eighth. Two editorials from the Au-
gusta Chronicle, Augusta, Ga., Septem-
ber 7, 1963, “Will the Senate Yield” and
September 9, 1963, “The Issue Is U.S.
Security.”

Ninth. The September 1, 1963, Eco-
nomic Council Letter entitled “Russian
Roulette.”

Tenth. A letter to the editor of the
Panama City Herald, Panama City, Fla.,
from Paul D. Conrad, Sr., Panama City.

Eleventh. The Manion ¥Forum of Sep-
tember 1, 1963, entitled “The Test Ban
Treaty, ‘A Covenant With Death and an
Agreement With Hell”"”

Twelfth. An editorial from the News
arid Courier, Charleston, 8.C., September
9, 1963, entitled “RUSSELL Is Opposed.”

Thirteenth. An editorial - from the
Nashville Banner, Nashville, Tenn., Sep-
tember 6, 1963, entitled “Reservations
Stipulated Essential to Treaty.”

Tourteenth. Two radio editorials from
~Radio Statlon WDIX, Orangeburg, s.C.
One was broadcast on August 17, 1963,
the other on August 23, 1963.

Fifteenth. An editorlal from the Chi-
cago Tribune, Chicago, 11, September 3,
1963, entitled “The Treaty in the Sen-
ate.”

Sixteenth. An article written by Rev.
Richard Ginder which was published in
Our Sunday Visitor on August 11, 1963.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: )

TuLsa, OKLA.,
August 10, 1963.
Hon,. STrRoM THURMOND,
Senator, South Carolina, Senate Office Build-
ing, Washington, D.C. .

Dirsr SENaTOR: John Foster Dulles had this
to say about & test ban treaty:

4 GREAT ACHIEVEMENT FOR PEACE

“gince & (test ban) treaty 1s what the
Russians want, it wouldn't be difficult to
come up with one which would look good on
the surface. We could include in it all the
fuzzy language of diplomacy—and believe
me, I know some of the phrases—and present
it to the world as a great achievement for
peace. All of this would result in a relaxa-
tlon of world tensions, generate a feeling of
international good will, and probably elect &
Republican President in 1960.

«But we're not golng to do it. If we

* signed such & pact with the Soviets, there
would develop a tremendous pressure to cut
back on our defenses, réduce the Bize of our
Armed Forces, and curtall our armaments.
And we'd have only the word of the Russians
that they were doing the same. Our'NATO,
SEATO, and other alllances would be endan~
gered, perhaps to the point of deterioration.
As a result, within a few years, we could be
as a sitting duck for the Communists to plek
off whenever they felt the tirmie was ripe™ -
“pHE WORKER SEEMS TO WANT YOUR VoTE,

WIHY?—PEQPLE’S VOICE CAN PUSH TEST BAN

THROUGH SENATE -

“(By Danlel Mason) -

“Nose counting in the Senate last week
revealed that, while only 10 to 20 of its
Members had openly come out in opposltion
to the nuclear test ban tredty Initlaled in
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Moscow a4 week and a half ago, 2 majority

have as yet refused to commit themselves,

usually contenting themselves with stating
that they would make up their minds after
all the evidence was In. .

«Jt is thus becoming spparent that it is
too early to be optimistic about the ratifica~
tion of the test ban treaty in the Senate by
the two-thirds majority needed. 1t can be
expected that in the next month, during
which the pact will be debated in the Na-
tion’s upper House, enemies of peace will
mobilize all thelr power to influence the
Senate either o reject it ér emasculate it.

“The appeal by President Kennedy on July
26 to the American people not to let the
‘military, sclentliflc, and political experts’
monopolize the debate 'over the test ban
treaty * * * telegrams to the President were
running 12 to 1 favoring the treaty. The size
of those backing the pact is extremely impor=-
tant as reflecting the trend of thinking by
the Nation’s ordinary citizens, since the usual
tendency is for the oppbnents of & govern-
mental action to get in the first licks with
their expressions of disapproval. Those back-
ing the action are then ‘gpurred into actlon.

“Reaction in foreign lands

“The impresstve fact about reaction out-
side the United States is the eagerness with
which the leaders of foreign governments are
requesting the right to become signatories to
the test ban agreement.

“peiping newspapers last Monday con-
tinued the attack on the Soviet Union for
having agreed to a test han pact asserting
that the U.B.8.R. was deceiving itself by
welcoming the treaty as a step toward peace.
The Chinese papers appeared to be disturbed
by the fact such a treaty might halt the
spread of nuclear weapons to countries not
now possessing them. ‘A note by the editor
of Hsinhua the Chinesé news agency, in ex-
plaining the pact, indicated this when he
claimed it would restrict Soclalist countries
not now possessing nu¢lear weapons.”

Sincerely,

I. V. HORNER,
e .
[From the Knoxville (Tenn.) Journal,
Aug. 23, 1963]
Br KIND To OMMUNISTS

The greater pget of this page is devoted
today to & listing of the concessions—under
New Frontler semantics “gecommodations”—
which have been made by the Xennedy
brothérs during.a little more than 21, years
in office. !

We hope a few readers, at least, will take
the ime to wade thrdugh these listings be-
cause in the aggregate they make clear the
adoption of a policy. of appeasement into
which the Khrushchev treaty now before the
Senate fits perfectly.  In other words, some
such climatic “accommodation” to the ag-
gressive character of world communism was
to have been expected, now that we 100k back
on this record, as a sort of capstone for &
long successsion of vl!;al concesslons.

It is noteworthy that the instances of ‘“giv-
inz in™ to communism are not confined to
the Kremlin iself. Tpe slogan of “Be Kind
to Communists” has been lived up to not
only where Moscow was directly concerned,
but in numerous other parts of the globe
where Communist dictatorships are operating
their customary policeé state regimes, notably
Cuba. o

The adoption of apolicy of appeasement
was forecast by the London Times In 1061,
ghorsly after Mr. Kennedy tooK office. A
front-page story in 'that publication sald
President Kennedy hdd been advised by some
of his speélal assistants that the Soviet Union
was in an “accommodating” mood.

I+ does not require too much imagination
to identify at least one of these advisers as
Dr. Walt Whitman Rpstow, Chairman of the

|
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Polley Planning Council of the State De-
partment. Some months ago the news
Jeaked out that Rostow had prepared a long
memorandum for circulation only among
the State Department elite deflning just
such a policy as is illustrated in the list on
this page. He and others of the Presiclent’s
advisers also were responsible for the plan
submitted to the United Nations to ulti-
mately disarm this country completely.
Thus it is apparent that the London Times'
prediction was accurate and that we are on
our way toward further gradual comcession
of world leadership to Moscow.

It was hot surprising, but was certainly
noteworthy that old XKhrushchev, having
put over his fast one on us in connection
with his word-of-honor test ban treaty,
didn’t have the grace to wait until the U.S.
Senate had approved it to begin bragging
about his achievement.

In & communication almed at Red China
primarily but for the benefit of Communist
countries everywhere, day before yesterday
he laid clalm to a great diplomatic victory,
as well he might. He called his limited
nuclear test ban a positive gain for comi-
munism, saying it would perpetuate the
liquidation of the onetime American
nuclear monopoly and freeze each side’s
nuclear power. The Khrushchev statement

- was no doubt embarrassing to the Kennedy

brothers, but in the nature of the Russian
dictator 1t certainly could not have been un-
expected.

OnE HUnNDRED NEW FRONTIER ACCOMMODA=
TroNs (CONCESSIONS) ILISTED

(Eprror’s NOTB~—Shortly after John F.
Kennedy was inaugurated in 1061, the Lon-~
don Times carried a front page story that
President Kennedy had been advised by some
of his special assistants that thé Soviet
Union was in an “accommodating mocxi.”
The record shows, the newspaper said, that
the President asccepted this assessment and
get about trying to seek an “gecommoedation’”
with the Soviets. ‘The “accommodations” ef-
fected by the Kennedy administration, be-
ginning in its first months, have now he-
come a substantial list. It will-be noted
that these “accommodations” In every case
actually represent concessions made to world
communism. This polley of appeasement Is
now to be capped off by agreement to & nu-
clear test ban treaty that depends solely
upon the “word of honor” of the Russians.
A list of these concessions, made within the
almost 3 years of the Kennedy administra-
tion follows,

1. Three times refused to follow the di-
rections of Congress to specify in the Pres-
ident’s annual “Captive Nations” proclama-
tions that formerly free nations taken over
by the Communists be given their independ-
ence (on the grounds that the congres-
sional wording would “offend” the Soviets);
2. Authorized the shipment and sale of sub-
sidized farm products to Communist coun-
tries: 3. Approved the sale of grain unload-
ing equipment to Red China through Can-
ada in order to evade U.S. laws prohibiting
trade with Communist Chinese; 4. Delayed
for a full year the cutoff of remalning uU.s.
‘trade with Cuba, thereby helping to keep
Castro’s wobbly economy shored up.

5. Sucessfully pressed for greater aid for
Communist Poland and Yugoslavia; 6. Re-
fused an official greeting for the San Remo
(Italy) Festival group appearing at Wash-
ington’s Constitution Hall on March 21, 1963,
but gave lavish White House reception to
Poznan Choir from Communist Poland,; 7. -
Ordered the issuance of passports, according
to Passport Director Frances Enight, to
known Communists to travel to the Soviet
Tnion snd other countries; 8. Allowed the
release of military space information to the
United Nations, including its Communist
members, while barring it to the American .

Approved For Release 2004/03/11 : ?IA-RDP65800‘383R000100210001.-9
. - !

i
{
i



o

- otficial

+82, Buecesstully pressed for deletion

- people as “top secret”; 9. Financed construe-
tlon of s highway in Afghanistan which will
:provide the Soviets with a first-class military
-route to the Indian subcontinent; 10. Ini-
‘Hated negotiations to establish diplomatic
relations, with Communist Outer Mongolia,

halted them only when public protésts
. mounﬁegi. . g e
8 /- BOLSTERED ECONOMY

11. Bolstered the_Soviet economy and cut
‘Into the market of American producers by
lifting the ban on_imports of ‘Russian crah-
meat; 12, Approved the Moscow-New York
alr route, which wquld give the Reds o “spy
route” between the two nations but held up

~final implementation because of congression-
-8l protests; 13. Misled the U.S. public about
‘President Kennedy’s Vienna meeting with
Khbrushchey until the Soviet press revealed
the Russian leader had lald down a 1-year
“ultimatum, to settle the status of Berlin;
14, Actlvely supported the election of Presi.
dent Juan Bosch of the Dominican Republie,

’ although he had the solid backing of four

-pro-Cominunist partles and sinee has per-
thitted Communist exiles to return to the

~eountry,

-1+16, Provided a red carpet reception and aid

Yo the pro-Communist ruler of Algerta, Ben
-Bella, who then ordered confiscation of U.s.
_property; 168. Extended heavy forelgn aid to
‘Blrma, U.N. Secretary General U Thant’s

" . " ‘native land, which was the first in Southeast

Asla to slgn a “peaceful coexlstence”. pact
. With the Chinese Reds and ordered American
“businessmen eypelled; 17. Granted a passport

for travel to Commynist Outer Mongolia to

Owen Lattimore, who had been termed by a

Senate committee as a “conscientious, ar-

tlculate instrument of the Soviet conspir-
86y’ 18. Authorized the shipment of scrap

.metal, which can be used in the manufacture

of arms, to Iron Curtain countries, includ-

‘Ing Russla; 19, Agreed to Khrushchev's de-

wands f0 cutb back Volce of America broad- .

.Casts 1o Iron Curtain countries in exchange

- -for & Communist DPledge to reduce Jjammings:;

20. Refused, to reveal the contents or subject
" niatter of 40 secret Inessages exchanged be-
tween President Kennedy and Nikita Khry-
shchev. | L ; -
o FAVORED TREATMENT .
: -21, Ignored congressional prohibition and
. gave favored-nation treatment to trade with
Communist Yugoslavia and Poland; 22.
Tralned, at U.S, taxpayer expense, Yugoslav-
lan troops at the Army General Staff School,
Fort Leavenworth, Kans., and Yugoslavian
pllots at U.S. Alr Force bases; 23. Shipped vast
~Quantities of jetplanes to Yugoslavia; 24. Led
the campaign to have U Thant appointed
Secretary General of the U.N., a move hailed
by Khrushchev ss “better than the troika”
Plan he had proposed; 25. Banned the show-
Ing of House Un-American Activities film,
“Operation Abolition,” on military bases be-
cause of. protests from leftist groups; 26.
urned over to, Communist Poland a $2,500,-
000 steel galvanizing production line,
27. Reduged the Subversive Activities Con-
~trol Board, which was charged with protect-

ing the Goverpment against disloyal persons,
1o the status of a “ghost agency”; 28. Indi-
cated in statements by the President and
‘other high administration officials that we
would not defend offshore Island of Quemoy
and Matsu from a Red Chinese Invasion; 29,
~Qalled for pdoption &f a “two-China” policy
.13 8 report which was quickly cloaked in
secrecy when public protests mount-
ed; 30, Lifted U.S. travel restrictions on So-
~viet visitors and embassy personnel, al-
. though Russia still restricts movements of

~Americans there, . :
81, Drastically slashed economic asslst-

. ance and military ald to Nationalist Chinese;

- alty oath requirements in the law granting
-loans to gtudents, thus making it possible

T Ne e

rﬂafease 2004/03/11 : GIA-RDPE5B00383R00010
- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE. |

of loy--

00

for Communists to attend U.S. schools at
taxpayer expense; 33. Tacitly approved the
appointment by the Organization of Ameri-
can States of Dr. Robert Oppenheimer (who
had been dismissed from the Government
for security reasons) as “traveling professor”
in Latin America and later approved Oppeh-
heimer -as reciplent of the $50,000 Fermi
Award. ’

34. Made an even-up swap of Soviet Mas-
ter Spy Rudolf Abel for U-2 reconnaissance
Pilot Francis Gary Powers; 35. Dropped legal
actlons against several Soviet agents picked
up in this country for esplonage, allowing
them to return to Russia as an expression of
our good will; 36. Ordered the release from
prison of Communist Party Organizational
Secretary Harry Winston, one of 11 Reds con-
victed of conspiring to overthrow the United
States (on grounds he was dying of cancer,
although 2 years later, as a citizen of the So-
viet Union, he is still alive
attacking the United States); 37. Relaxed
security provisions on Federal employment,
ignoring security reports in order to appoint
hundreds to high posts.

38. Proposed abolition of the Security Di-
vision of the Justice Department, but with-
drew plan because of protests from public
and press; 39. Sought funds. to ‘construct
Government-operated steel mill in India to
compete with privately owned facilitles in
that country; 40. Idly stood by while India
took over Goa and other Portuguese en-
claves; made only mild protest in U.N. con-
cerning Nehru's aggression. .

ATTACKS SUPPORTED

41. Supported the Communist-led attacks
on Portuguese Angola, then sided with the
Communist bloe in attacking Portugal in
U.N. _for colonialism; 42. Extended military
aid to ‘pro-Communist Cambodia,

land; 43. Provided U.S. materials to construct
8 Soviet hospital in Cambodia and dismissed
from, Government sérvice the foreign atd in-
vestigator who uncovered the deal; 44.
Pushed pro-Western Pakistan toward the
Communists by extending to “neutralist”
India heavy military aid which was then
concentrated on Pakistan border.

45. Approved $37 million in aid for a Volta
River dam and other economic asslstance for
bro-Communist Ghana, whose delegate to
the UN. promptly denounced the United
States for its criticism of Fidel Castro; 46.
Classified as “secret” information on U.S.
military ald to Indonesia’s pro-Communist
dictator, Sukarno, and other Communlist and
pro-Communist rulers, while allowing release
to public of similar statistics on non-Com-
munist countries; 47, Refused aircraft land-
ing permission on U.S, Pacific territories to
our long-time ally the Netherlands, which
was transporting replacements for Dutch
under assault by Indonesians in West New
Guinea,

48. Further offended the Dutch and Papuan

natives of West New Guinea by refusing to

send diplomatic representation to the first
session of the native parliament; 49, played
a leading role in forcing, dgainst the will of
the Papuan natives, the surrender of Dutch
New Guinea to Indonesia; 50. Failed to pro-
test moves by Indonesian President Sukarno
obviously aimed at further territorial ag-
grandizement in Portuguese Timor and
Borneo, .

51. Negotiated with pro-Communist Presi~
dent Sukarno the Installment-plan expropri-
ation of U.S. oll properties in Indonesia and
agreed to give him $19,700,000 more aid in
addition to $700 miilion he has already re-
celved: 52, Used economic coercion to force
a Red-dominated coalition government on
pro-Western Laos, as Khrushchev had de-
manded, resulting in a near-complete take-
over of the country by the Communists; 53,
Allowed North Vietnamese and Red Chinese

Tl
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‘protests of its neighbor, anti-Red Thai-
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troops to move in on the northern and east-
ern flanks of anti-Communist Thalland by
defaulting northern half of Laos to Reds;
54, Provided a red carpet reception at the
White House to admitted Communist Pre-
mier Chedi Jagan of British Guinea and gave
him vast sums in economic asslstance, prom-
ised more if needed.

55. Abstained in the U.N. vote on recogni-
tion of the credentials for representatives of
the bloody Kadar regime in Hungary., 56. In-
augurated discussions in Budapest meant to
lead to the “normalization of relations” with
the Communist Hungarian Government, in
effect abandoning hopes of the people of that
counfry for eventual freedom; 57. Allowed
the Communists to erect the Berlin Wall in
flagrant violation of Western rights obtalned
in five separate agreements with the Soviets,
halting free access within the city, and issued
only a mild and meaningless protest,

58, Touched off Berlin riots with a policy
which forbade U.S. Army medical personnel
from going to the assistance of a mortally
wounded 18-year-old shot by Red soldiers
while attempting to scale wall; 59. Ordered
the public relations representative of pro-
Western Katanga, who had registered as
agent of that country, to leave United States,
but allowed the firm representing the leftist
Central Congolese Government to neglect
registration until 20 days past legal limit;
60. Supported with U.S, equipment and fuinds
Communist efforts to oust pro-Western Ka-
tanga leader, Moise Tshombe, and end that
country’s independence.

SUSPENDED BAN

61. Used its executive power to suspend
the ban on free delivery of Communist
bropaganda through the U.S. malls, argued
against congressional action to enforce the
ban, and failed to halt the flow of Red mail
even after Congress reinstituted the ban;
62. Programed the vast majority of aid under
the Alliance for Progress to Latln American
hations which sided with Fildel Castro and
agalnst the United States.

63. Tied Alllance for Progress funds to
Castro-style “land reforms,” Marxist tax pro~
grams and soclallzed projects which forced
private capital investment to flee the con-
tinent; 64. Failed to protest to the Vene-
zuelan Government the burning of U.S. mili-
tary misston in Caracas and robbery and
‘humiliation of American personnel by Com-~
munist terrorists; 65. Provided heavy U.S.
ald to the pro-Communist Goulart govern-
ment in Brazil, desplte vast confiscations
of U.S, property; 68. Apologlzed to the pro-

» Communist Brazilian Government for testi-
mony of a State Department official who
sald that the Goulart administration was in-
filtrated by Reds; 87. Continued U.8. assist-
ance to Great Britain, Greece, Italy and
Norway, whose ships were engaged in the
transportation of strateglc materials to Cuba,
and failed to advise Congress of U.S., aid
given to 23 other nations, whose ships car-
ried economic materials to Castro, in clear
violation of the 1983 Foreign Aid Appropria-
tion Act. «

68. Sought to mislead the American peo-
ple that equipment had been developed
which could detect underground nuclear ex-
plosions, thus making on-site inspections
unnecessary; 69, Prohibited criticism of com-
munism or references to free world “victory”
over Reds in speeches by U.S. military lead-
ers; 70. Successfully  bottled up through
New Frontiersmen on House Committees
legislation which would cut off the fAow of
Communist Chinese trade with Cuba through
the Panama Canal; 71. Perpetuated a Com-
munist base In this hemisphere by with-
drawing promised air support of the Cuban
invasion which military authorities main-
tain could have brought down the Castro
government.

72. Renounced the Monroe Doctrine be-
cause it would have necessitated taking firm
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action against Cuba while Xhrushchev de-
clared his own '‘Moscow Doctrine” in which
he pledged Soviet protection to the Castro
regime; 73, Sponsored the “Tractors for Free-
dom Committee” to ransom Cuban invasion
prisoners, and, after that fafled, twisted the
arms of U.8. drug producers to provide some
#53 million in supplies to meet Castro’s ran-
som demands; 74. Refused to recognize &
Cuban Government in exile, admittedly for
fear it would antagonize Castro into grab-
bing our Guantanamo base; 75. Misled the
American people over the slze of Russian
forces in Cuba and the installation of Soviet
missiles on the lsland; 76. Fffected a “block-
ade” of Cuba and hastily withdrew it before
obtaining on-site inspection to guarantee
removal of the Soviet misstles and with-
drawal of Russian troops.

77. Opposed firm economlc sanctions and
other actions against Castro during a meet-
ing of Latin American presidents of Ban
Jose, Costa Rieca, in March 1963, and quleted
protests with pledges of 8600 million in aid;
78. Flatly rejected demands by represent-
atives of Latin American governments of &
meeting of the OAS Organ of Consultation
that the U.S. order removal of Soviet troops
from Cuba and called, instead, for “diplo-
matic” measures; 79. Banned exlle raids on
Cuba, and with British assistance, hunted
down and selzed exile vessels on high seas;
80. Refused to carry out pledge to “inter-
vene' if Castro were to export communism to
rest of hemisphere.

81. Forced the resignation of Miro Car-
dona, Cuban exile leader, and threatened to
cutoff funds to refugee groups if Cardona
revésled that the administration had re-
neged on a promise to finance and support
a second invasion of the island; 82. Financed,
through the United Nations special funds,
a varlety of projects in Communist Cuba
and helped, in effect, to pay much of
Castro’s overdue debt to the UN.~

83. Falled to take legal action against 73
American citizens who went to Cuba via
Mexico in violation of U.S. law, studied sub-
version and sabotage techniques and re-
turned in 1962; 84. Allowed Castro to per-
sonally select 50 percent of the Americans
who could be repatriated and withheld the
information from the public until exposed
by GOP Representative WILLIAM CrAMER, of
Florida; 85. Blocked GOP attempts to prove
possible secret deals made with Castro in
behalf of the Kennedy administration by
Attorney James Donovan.

88, Pledged to Premler Khrushchev that
the United States would mot invade Cuba,
thereby assuring commuhnism a permanent
base in this hemisphere; 87. Closed down at
cost of $277 million, as Khrushchev had in-
slsted, Jupiter missile bases in Italy and
Turkey on the grounds they Were obsolete,
although later congressional testimony dis-
closed they could have been made practically
invulnerable by emplacing them in hard
sites; 88. Falled to develop & single new
‘weapons system during first 31 months in
office, while Russia pressed ahead in all de-
fense areas; 89. Proposed to cut back nuclear
stackpile for weaponry furthér than Russia
if Reds would agree; 90. Proposed that the
Soviets be allowed to deyelop a second
strike force second to noné In the world
so that Communhists could {feel secure
agalnst attack by the West.

- ABANDONED POLICY

¢1. Abandoned the Elsenhower policy of
massive retaliation in the event of an
enemy attack for one of “controlled re-
sponse,” meaning we would only fire on care-
fully selected targets and may even pass up
strikes at Russian citles, no matter how large
or devastatinig a Soviet attack might be; 92.
sought to serap the RS-0 high altitude
bomber program, in spite of the knowledge
that the Soviets have continued to build up
their bomber fleets. ’ -

83. Cut back on schedules of hard-site in-
stallation of Minuteman miBsiles, called by
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military experts our s“ultimate weapon'; 94.
Shut down B—47 and B-52 bases built around
the Soviet periphery under the Bisenhower
administration; 95. Canceled the Skybolt
alr-to-ground missile program, which would
nave given Great Britain nuclear striking
power Ior defense against: Russia; 96. Cur-
talled U.S. military space program despite
Russia’s 2 to 4 years lead in this area: 97.
Ordered & reduction of radar defense instal-
Jations which warn United States of enemy
attack. 3

98. Peclared unilaterally a moratorium on
atmospheric tests well before the test ban
treaty wes concluded in spite of earlier
pledges agalnst such action; 99. Proposed as a
next step to & test ban treaty the signing of
a nonaggression pact with the Communists
which would mean the abandonment cf the
captive nations behind the Iron Curtain;
100. Canceled reconnalssance flights over
Cuba and halted all antf-Castro activity by
Cuban exiles to minimize the possibility of
an incident before the nuclear test ban
treaty was concluded.
[From the Cincinnatt (Ohio) Enquirer, Aug.

4, 1963]
Here WE GO AGAIN

Something - for the books—the history
books—is the assertion of W, Averell Harri-
man, who initialed the secretly arrived at
partial atomic-test ban, that "if we don’t
ratify, there will be an uproar = ¢ ¥ we will
lose our leadership in the world * * * 1
think we will lose our position everywhere.”

Mr. Harriman was still warm from the
enthusiastic embrace of Nikita Khrushchev,
who played the United  States for a sucker
on the informal test moratorium, using the
intervening time to se{ up new and more
powerful atomic test explosions.

M. Harriman, of coutse, is a Russian “ex-
pert.” (He was at Yalta.) But the men
expert In the defense ‘'of this Nation—+the
Joint Chiefs of Stafi-~have, according to
U.S. News & World Report, twice filed writ-
ten, formal dissents from the proposal for
the test ban. They have felt that a partial,
unpoliced treaty—which Russla could and
would violate at any tme—will impair the
development of our defense, and will effec-
tively freeze our nuclear capacity while the
Russians catch up or forge ahead.

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara
believes the gains will outweigh the risks.
He and his staff of so-talled whiz Kids have
halted or phased out & great bulk of Amer-
jcan offensive and defensive weapons. We
nave effectively given mp work on an antl-
misslle missile, new long-range bombers, air-
borne  intermediate-range missiles, atomic
prcpulsion of aireraft, ilitary spy satellites,
Navy carriers oversea bases and production
of new atomic bombs.

Mr. McNamara boasts that he hasn't made
a rnistake yet. :

1n his case, one would be enough. Or one
too many.

progident Kennedy  has made a homely
little appeal for the partial test ban—which
gives up on our previpus insistence for any
on-site inspections. |

‘He has gaid that the treaty is not the mil-
lenium, but that, In the words of the Chinese
proverb, a journey of a thousand miles be-
gins with but a single! step.

so does a fall over a precipice.

The President said:;“This treaty is in part
the product of Westérn patience and vigl-
lance. We have made clear—most recently
in Berlin and Cubaour deep resolve to
protect our security and our freedom against
any form of aggression.”

The public should be indebted to Mr.
Kennedy for this col parison—;for the warn-
ing 1t unwittingly en ails.

What did we make clear in Berlin? Since
Khrushchev sized up Mr. Kennedy at
Vienna, the Commurists proceeded to bulld
the infamous Berlin Wall in clear contraven-
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tion of the occupation agreement., We have

not touched a stone of that wall, despite

murder after murder of those attempting to
escape Communist despotisrn. In fact we
have condoned this aggression by inaction.

What did we m:k2 clear in Cuba? That
we would not support any attempt to restore
the freedom of the island, and that we would,
tolerate its fortification and development as
a prime Communist military base in the
Western Hemisphere. The Post, Office De-
partment—on whose suggestion we can only
guess—even stopped printing the 5-cent
President Mounroe stamp, lest it remind peo-
ple of the forgotten Monroe Doctrine.

Mr. Harriman was kind enough to indi-
cate that he was not trying to put a nuclear
gun at the head of the U.S. Senate. How-
ever, he and the administration he repre-
gented have made it extremely awkward for
the Senate to turn down this secretly nego-
tiated treaty that suddenly sprang into ex-
jstence after so many years of fruitless nego-
tiatlons with the Russlans.

But it 1s, we insist, a mere scrap of paper.
1t is no victory for us in the minds of men.

Wasn’t it President Kennedy himself who
said twlce: "Let him who thinks we can do
business with the Russians come to Berlin.”

‘Why, -s0 soon, was Mr. Harriman sent 10
do business with the Russians in Moscow?

With the political and psychological lever-
age it can command, the administration may
achieve this mnew victory in the Senate.
But we dread the thought that the security
of this Nation and the free world is com-
manded by amateurs and political adven-
turers who have made blunder after blunder
after blunder—and that the advice of
knowledgeable military men is brushed, aside
so casually.

Already the sun never sets on the Soviet
empire.

NATO aND THE TEST BAN TREATY—CODBSERV~
¥RS FEAR THE FAILURE OF ALLIANCES WITH
THIS AND OTHER ACCOMMODATIONS

(By Constantine Brown)

Panis.~—The nuclear test ban treaty and
the inevitable subsequent accommeadation
steps such as inspection teams to prevent
surprise attacks and the adoption of a
slightly modified Rapacki plan continue to
worry political circles in Bonn and Paris.

wrench sources close to the Elysee Palace
intimate that the troubled internal condi-
tions in the United States, coupled with our
external difficulties, may have been thie main
reason which decided President Kennedy to
yield to the advice of his advisers, These
men firmly believe that coexistence with

Russia—even on her own terms—is the only

expedient solution for our present-day ills.

Hence the signing of the Moscow Treaty

without any quid prc quo from the Sovieis

and the likelihood that the next steps to-
ward accommodation will follow sult.

«america is just not in a position to fight
under existing condisions,” said one of the
French Elysee consultants. “As @ 'conse-
quence of your delibilitated condition,” he
continued, ‘“‘the Russian general staff has
already won a spectaculat victory which ren-
ders the NATO powerless.”

He went on to trace the history of the
Russian strategy since the end of World
War II and the beginning of the cold war:
wEven after the Soviets managed to explode
the A- and H-bombs; even after they created
a formlidable nuclear force of their own
(which in the opinion of the French spe-
cinliste still does not match that of the
United States), the Russian general staff
from Zhukov to Malinovsky have been
against a nuclear war.”

These capable military men want; to fight
o war for gains and there can be no gain in
a total destruction of the enemy as well as
their own countries. The Soviet ‘marshols
have helped the Kremlin, and in particular,
the shrewd and capable, rough diplomat,
Khrushchev, In waging a campalgn of ter-
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ror.in the free world, . 'They have especially
coneehirated on the United States and Brite
‘aln In the hope that thelr people would be-
comio “suificiently “irightened to .eventually
' accept the banning of all nuclear weapons,
Once fhis. is achigved, so the thinking here
“goes, Russla will. become the foremost mili-
-~ tary power in the world because she will
bossess the greatest conventional force.
. The power of the NATO—the shield of
freedom as we like to describe it—has al-
-~ Ways.résted on the American nuclear deter-
~rént, not on its. ground and conventional
el fs)_l{cﬂg{sﬂN Its power rests on keeping the
-Russlans guessing whether we shall use our
nuclear . deterrent_in, say, a coup against
Berlin. __According to French intelligence,
the Kremlin has now acquired the positive
‘Khowledge that America’s ultimate weapon
WOt be used unlegs there Is a major Soviet
nuclear attack against United States terri-
tory.

< Nnder  these conditions, the power of
NATO is almost laughable. The watch on
the Rhine s composed of six American divi-
slons, “nine  German, two understrength
"Britfsh, two equally understrength French
.‘and, a_ couple of miscellaneous Benelux,
Denjsh - and Norweglan divisions. The

.. Itallan, Greek, and Turkish armies which are

L

18

counited among the NATO forces have spe-
olally asslgned roles. They will join the
battle only If the Mediterranean sector be-
comes Inyolved, .
7 Agalnst this force between the Elbe and
‘the Rhine jhe Rusglans hayve in East Ger-
‘many alone 20 divisions with 4.000 tanks.
The other satellites have a minlmum of 60
divislons. And behind them. at close quar-
fers from the Russian border to the Ural
mountains there are 147 baitle-ready dlvi-
sloms. . o )
.~ How  long, ask the French, could the
NATO. armies resist that formidable conven-
tlonal force of the potential enemy even if
Wo sssume fthat the air forces of the two
antagonists are about equal in quantity and
quallty? Granted that the Western forces
are splendidly trained and equipped, how
-dong could they resist such an avalanche?
-'The day has arrived when the Russlan
general staff knows positively that Amer-
ica’s deterrent will not be used to protect
Europe and the NATO has become a thin
paper shield, =~ ==~ L
i ¥eb, Informed Frenchmen add, it is hard
10 5ee how America ¢an move to another

ath than 1t has faken since the Cuban af-
falr’ when it gained a short-lived victory.
-4l the alllances which had been formulated
since the end of the war to arrest the on-
ward march of interpational communism at
huge expense to the American taxpayer are
" Bow falling by the wayside, And the present
accomuiodation policles of the administrae
ton are accelerating thelr disintegration,
KRR P T— B
[From the Aiken Standard & Review,
Lo Sept, 8, 1963] .o
£ HELP YOUR SENATOR, e
~With tlg) Treaty of Moscow successfully
rammed through the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee for the consideration of the
Benate as § whole, Chairman FuLericzr has
sald: “There 18 no digposition to rush this.”
“We hope the chairman is right and that all
100 Senators—which,. includes those who
moved 1t out of the committee room onto the
floor—will deliberate the points on which it

ost suspect: .

-¥hat the Reds (who have no constity-
tional oblj atlon to respect treaties and a
record. of vlolating 60 out of 52 U.S. agree~

© ments) are eager for it,
-2. That our. top military advisers are not,
8, That 1ts language is so foggy that the
Secretary of State has had to explain to the
commlttee that it does so permit us to de-
Zend ourselyes with our nuclear weapons.
- That 1% clearly and specifically consti-
tu nz‘step 1 of stage 1 of the 3-stage pro-
gram for general and complete disarmament
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in a peaceful world as spelled out in Depart-
ment of State Publication 7277 (presented
calls for the abandonment of our Army, Navy
and released September 1961) and which
to the 16th General Assembly of the U.N.
and Air Force to a “U.N. Peace Force.”

5. That, contrary to tradition, and with
scant respect for representative government,
the signatures of some 70 nations were af-
fixed to this document—obviously to give it
fraudulent welght—before being presented
to the Senate by whose “advice and consent”
alone it can become an instrument of state.

Nor should the Senators forget the words
of President Kennedy in November 1961 on
our betrayal by the Russians in the first
agreement to stop nuclear testing. He said
“If they fooled us once, 1t is their fault, and
if they fool us twice, it is our fault,”

But the Senators themselves need and des-
berately want advice and consent—from
their constituents; collectively, from the
Nation. And those who withhold it now, in
these final fateful hours, must feel the added
bangs of consclence if they are called upon
to share the consequences of that dreadful
and tragic mistake that Dr, Edward Teller
has warned us of.

THE TEST BAN TREATY
(By Robert Morris)

. The hearings before the Joint Senate com-
mittees on the test ban treaty have ended
after the appearance of 44 witnesses. I hap-
pened to be the last one of these. With
the hearings over, the scene now shifts to
the Senate floor. It ig the consensus in
Washington that unless the people are heard
from to the contrary, the treaty will be
ratified by a clear margin,

The turning point in the hearings proved
1o be the testimony of the Joint Chiefs of

- Staff that they could reconcile the treaty

with national security on
certain safeguards such as
and aggressive underground
limit of the treaty” ahd s standby apparatus
prepared to test in the atmosphere if neces-
sary, be implemented. They earlter had op-
posed this treaty. The warning of Dr. Ed-
ward Teller, Generals Thomas 5. Power,
Nathan P, Twining and Admiral Arleigh
Burke could not offset the testimony of the
Joint Chiefs of Stafr, during the hearings,

This test ban treaty is expressly made a
first step toward “an agreement on general
and complete disarmament.” The preamble
makes the point that the “principal aim” of
the signatories 15 “disarmament,” Moreover
the outline of the treaty we have put on the
table at Geneva specifically provides that the
test ban treaty become an “annex” of that
treaty when signed.

I belleve that these safeguards will grad-
ually be frittered away In the spirit of the
U.N. and in the spirit of the disarmament
negotiations that will now be commencing.
That is the record of our performance in
The Communists are working on
the assumption that, with disarmament, we
will not be able to resist thelr “national
liberation struggle.”

_ ' The Soviets have a clearcut lead over us
in high-yield testing. They now have time
to translate their scientific discoverieg from
those tests into lethal weapons and ecarriers.
We also know they wil] test agaln when they
are ready. That probably will not be until
after the 1964 election,

Much will be made in the weeks ahead of
the so-called reservations, The treaty itself
is clear. It outlaws “any nuclear weapon
test explosion, or any other nuclear explo-
ston” except underground when the nueclear
explosions do not send radioactive debris
outside one’s borders. The President, more-
over, in transmitting the treaty to the Sen-
ate, sald that “this treaty is the whole agree-
ment * * * the treaty speaka for itself.”

The State Department contends that “any
other nyclear 1 ” does p.otmﬁazgagy

condition that
“comprehensive
testing to the
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detonation on behalf of an ally attacked or
in our own self-defense, This interpreta-
tion goes against the clear wording of the
agreement. There is nothing in . interna-
tional law to Support a contentlon that the
rule of construction of a treaty is any qif-
ferent in this respect than the rule of con-
struction of a statute or any legal document,
namely if a document is clear on its face,
recourse may not be had to any other source.

The State Department Justifies its inter-
pretation by consulting the minutes of dis-
cussions during the negotlations to justiry
its position. But then it does not make
these available in their entirety to the Sen-
ate. It also comes up with the conclusion
that detonations for beaceful purposes, such

. 8s canal bullding are proscribed.

A reservation on the part of the Senate is
a unilateral act. Other nations have signed
on the basis of a clearly worded treaty, This
“reservation” is being considered to obviate
renegotiation. By that very fact it is beg-
ging the central issue—the meeting of minds.

The other serious development stems from
the wording of the breamble which says that
“the principal alm’ of the signatories (in-
cluding the United States) is disarmament.

“When a treaty is ratified, according to article

VI of our Comstitution
supreme law of the land”
‘Constitution.

What does the ratification of this principal
alm “of disarmament” do to the law of our
land? Does it provide authority for legal
action not now authorized by the Constitu--
tlon? Does it set the stage for executive
action by the President to implement con-
gressional grant of authority covering
“disarmament’*?

All in all, T firmly belleve this treaty is
fraught with dangers to our security and to
our Constitution.

it becomes “‘the
coequal with the

[From the Columbia Record, Sept. 5, 1963]

StrAUSS Lists 'TRAPS IN NUCLEAR TEST BAN
TREATY-—FORMER AEC HEaD; “WERE WaLK-
ING INTO THEM”

(NoTE—~Belng in a minority is nothing new
for Adm. Lewis L. Strauss, former chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission and Sec-
retary of Commerce. He was in the minority
in 1945 when he urged that atomic bombs
should not be dropped without warning on
Japanese citles; in 1947 when he insisted on
establishing a monitor system to see if the
Soviets were testing nuclear weapons; in
1949 when he warned that unless we devel~
oped a hydrogen bomb the Soviets might do
80 first; in 1958 when he told the Senate
that the Russians would probably violate s
test ban moratorium. His past record of be-
ingina minority that turned out to be right
entitles his present views on a test ban
treaty to a careful hearing by all Americans.)

(By Lewis L. Strauss)

WASHINGTON —From time to time in the
past, it has been said that the ultimate in
nuclear weapons had been invented and
nothing more could be expected to acecrue
from further research and test. The reali-
ties, however, have been otherwise.

Since 1048, testing has continually sup-
plied military requirements for weapons of
both far greater power and of substantially
less power than the prototype atomic bombs
of World War II. Also, as a result of testing,
We now have weapons of more certain dellv.
erability because of the decrease in size and
weight; specialized weapons for spectfic mili-
tary uses; a variety of tactical weapons; and
weapons with dramatically reduced radio-
active fallout.

In fact, with further testing, we are as-
sured . that fallout may be further reduced
to something approaching zero.

At one time or another many of these ad-
vances were believed impossible. It was
once sald that the thermonuclear ‘weapon,
even if 1t could be built, could be gotten to
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a target only by oxcart. ‘At that time, I
. was one of a small minority which included
Dr. Edward Teller, the late Karl T, Compton,
the late Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence, a Nobel
‘Prize winner, and the late Gordon Dean,
subsequently Chalrman of the Atomic Energy
Commission. We believed the contrary and
contended against great odds because of our
conviction that world freedom would be for-
feited if the Communist government per-
fected such a weapon before we did.

I wished with all my heart that the oxcart
forecast would prove to be right and the
hydrogen bomb impossible to make. It be-
came a reality. .
. NO END t

It was once sald that the idea of a ‘“‘clean”
bomb—the nuclear weapon with reduced
fallout and therefore with vast engineering
potential for peace—was nonsense. But it,
algo, became a reality. The point is that
weapons have undergone great changes that
ecould not be demonstrated without tests.
Without tests, they could not have been put
into manufacture and added to our arsenals.
There is no end to invention, and we have
no monopoly on ingenuity.

There are other purposes in testing be-
sldes the specialization and Improvement of
weapons. We test to be sure that the weap-
on and 1its carrier will function together as
a dependable system. Even If weapon de-
velopment should hbe frozen in its present
state, the carrier of the weapon most prob-
ably will be as revolutionary in the future
as the guided missile and the Polaris sub-
marine are today by comparison with the
state of military art only 10 short years ago
when neither of these existed.

When new devices are invented, they can
only be dependably mated to the weapon by
testing.

The coming months should also see
marked development in antimissile systems
s0 critical to our defense. Thése, to be de-
pendable, can only be tested in the atmos-
phere,

RUSSIANS AHEAD

There sre other reasons for conducting
tests such as to determine the effects of
very large enemy weaporis on~our Military
Installations, on shelters for our ecivilian
population, and on our communication sys-
“tem. The Soviets appear to be ahedd of us
in the area of large explosioms. Without
this knowledge, we will be operating in the
dark should another war occur.

It has been asserted that we have main-
tained the nuclear superiority to the So-
viets which we so ¢learly enjoyed prior to
1961 and there are other assgttions to the
contrary, particularly In refpect of unit
weapon power. I ean throw no light on this
difference, and it may be that an unequivo-
cal comparison is’ not posslble for anyone 170
make,

But of this we may be certain—

Inventiveness had not ceaséd and today’s
weapons are not as lmporta,nt ‘as tomorrow’s.
Nelther American “sclentists’ nor Russian
sclentists are likely to leave off thinking
about the subject. The Inevitable result.of
thinking about it is that new ideas for both
weapons and countermeasures aré sure to be
born. Some of these new" ideas may be
proved by tests underground Some wiu not

A radical new weapon breakthrough ora
discovery in counter-measuré systems, sud-
denly tested and found to Work, could put
the possessor nation in command of world
-.events. We ourselves were twice in that po-
‘sttion, first with our Inventton of the fis-
sion bomb and later of the fusion bomb. Of
course, we never consldered making such use
of our advantage.

‘ONE TEST

But what if, in the futufe, the sltuatfén
is reversed, as well it may be? For instance,
it has been said that the Soviets might elect
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cheating with a single siall atmospheric
test which could even escape detection but
that one test alone would not be of much
significance. This statement, unfortunate-
ly, will not stand up in the light of
history.

Only one test proved the atomic bomb and
only one test proved the principle of the
H bomb. If such a radical invention is made
on our side of the Iron Curtain, provable
only by testing it above ground, the test ban
treaty firmly shackles our hands. Thus
paraly:z'ed to act, we can only file the idea
away in a safe and pray fervently that the
same invention will not occur to sclentists
on the other side of the !ron Curtain. Un-
fortunately, the well-recognized phenomenon
of simultaneous invention may operate,
against us.

If the breakthrough is ma.de on the other
slde cof the Iron Curta,inq is there anything
upon which to base an estimate of the conse-
gquences? Would the SQvlefs in that cir-
eumstance, or other circumstances favorable
to them, clandestinely preach the treaty?
There are some criteria upon which to form
& judgment. It is not’ even necessary to
refer to more than the 50 treaty violations
in the past, often explamed away as the ac~
tlons of a Soviet reglme which no longer
exists.

SCIENTIST'S jﬂAME

Only 4 years ago, a distinguished scientist,
who was a principal afivisor to our team
negotiating a test ban with the Russians,
publicly stated that it fell to him to imply
to the Russian scientists that we consid-
ered them capable of cheating. He wrote
that he felt deeply embarrassed and thought
they would have been justified if they hag
“considered this an insi lt and had walked
out of the negotla.tions In disgust.”

The Russlan scientists for whose sensi-
tivity our sclentist had so admirable a re-
gard were not so thin-skinned. At that very
time they must have been engaged in mas-
sive preparations for eating on a massive
scale. In barely 12 manths after his words
were written, they staffed a series of tests
which, for number and size of wetpons, as-
tonished the world. '

This “contemptuous” breach of faith, to
use FPresident Kennedy's appropriate adjec-
tive, seems already forgotten by many Amer-
fcans. It took place 2 years ago, and we can
shorten the focus still further,

Committing the gooll faith of his govern-
ment to the test ban tréaty, we find the name
signed to it for the Soviet Government is that
of the foreign minister, Mr, Gromyko. Less
than 10 months ago, this same officlal, repre-
senting the same govermment, sat in the
Whilte House with our President and gave
him other solemn asgurances on behalf of
his principal and hig government.

Shortly afterward, on the night of October
22—Iless than 10 ' nmjonths ago—while a
shocked Nation listemied, the President, In
tones of justified outrgge, described the bare-
faced deceit to whi¢h he had been sub-
jected. Twice In quoting Mr. Gromyko, the
Preaident interrupted his narrative to say,
“that statement was also false.”

CREDIBILITY

It is dn interesting commentary on our
times that we negotiate with a man who con-
ducted himself in this manner toward our
Chlef Exétutive. However, sinée this is ap-
parently standard ptbcedures for the Soviet
Government, the Arherican people have a
right to ask what olir negotiators now feel
enclows this latest Soviet commitment with
instant ecredibility.

Those who see a fundamental change in
Soviet policy because of the differences which
seem to have developed between the Russian

and Chilnese dictatbrships might examine
with profit photographs recently published
showing the ardent’embraces exchanged in
Belgrade between Mr. Khrushchev and Mar-
shal Tito. Their recent bitter ideologlcal dif-
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ferences have apparently evaporated. Mr.
Khrushchev and Mr. Mao Tse-tung could be-
come, comrades again well before we e¢ver
knew of it. At any rate, their differences
today are a shaky foundation for our confi-
dence in the word of the Soviet Govern-
ment.

In describing the treaty, several statements
have been made to the effect that it is iden-
tical with a proposal made by President
Bisenhower in 1059. Although the state-
ments were undoubtedly madle in good faith,
President Eisenhower has pointed out their
fundamental error. In 1959, we had reason-
able evidence that we were well ahead of the
Soviets in our nuclear armament. 'The Rus-
sian test program with which they surprised
the world in 1961 altered that condition, and
the situation today is not a parallel of that
which prevalled when President Eisenhower'’s
proposal was made. That is one of the two
reasons why the treaty and his proposal can-
not he represented as one and the same,

CURIOUS WORDS

More importantly, there was nothing in the
Eisenhower proposal which would have pre-
vented us from using tactical nuclear weap-
ons to aid our allies or other free nations, if
we elected to do so, in the event that they
became the victims of Communist attack. As
reported in the press, the text of article I of
the proposed treaty reads: “Each of the
parties to this treaty undertakes to prohibit,
to prevent and not to carry out any nuclear
weapon test explosion.” And then comes
these puzzling words, “or any other nuclear
explosion at any place under ils jurisdiction
or control.”

‘What these last 18 words are intended to
accomplish is obscure. If they mean what
they say, then should any of our NATO
allies be attacked, or if, for ianstance, India
should be invaded by Communist China, or
Korea again invaded by the Reds, we wili

not be able to send to their aid any tactical
nuclear weapons since, to do so, would be
to permit or produce “other nuclear explo-
sions.” We could, of course, decide to with-
draw from the treaty but only atter giving
3 months’ notlce in advance. In terms of
modern warfare, this would be far too late.
This part of the treaty is an effective manacle
upon our ald in time of crisis.

‘We have been told that this clause does not,
in fact, mean what it appears to say and
that a reservation to clear up this ambiguity
will be unacceptable to the Soviets and that
the treaty, in consequence, will be wrecked.
The Eisenhower proposal was not clesigned
to prevent us from coming to the ald of our
allles, and it is not proper to equate his
proposal of 1959 with the present treaty.

ANOTHER FALLACY

There is another fallacy connected wish
the advocacy of the treaty. It is the state-
ment that it will prevent the spread of nu-
clear weapons to other nations. This is an
area of opinion which cannot be affirmatively
supported, but it is not explained how the
existence of the treaty will in the least in-
hibit the intent of China fo securs atomic
bombs. It 1s, of course, beyond the capa-
bility of the great majority of the mnations
which are now signatorles to the treaty.

Early ratification of the treaty now sap-
pears probable on the premise that it is in
the publie interest on balance—a value
Judgment, insupportable by proof, and with
which I wish that I could see my way to
agree. I am concerned as a private citizen
that there are risks to our country which
the present Jolnt Chiefs of Staff and other
treaty advocates concede to exist and which
some former members of the joint chiefs,
among them Admiral Radford, General
Twining, and Admiral Burke, regard as in-
acceptable risks.. To reduce these risks as
far as possible, witnesses have proposed
various reservations which the Senate might
make and which do not require rejection of
the treaty.
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e regervations is to the effect
uld preserve the right to con-
UCt. .parbors, canals, and other peaceful
works by the use of nuclear ezplosives, ei-
ther within our own territory or on the
territory of friendly nations requesting or
permitting such peaceful applications of
nuclear engineering,
" _Another and more important reservation
offered by General Eisenhower would pro-
vide that in the event of any armed ag-
gression, endangering a vital intereat of the
United States, this Nation would be the sole
Judge of the kind and type of weaponry
and equipment it would employ, as well
as the timing of their use,
In conclusion, may I note that, because
civilized , man abhors war, he Is attracted:
by any apparently reasonable proposal that
bears _the label of peace. Too often, how-
“"ever, and recognized too late, a pact hailed

by a hopeful majority as signaling peace
- in our time actually turns out to be s first
“-step on the path to disaster. Since the birth
of our Nation, it has been our strength,
which has preserved our freedom. As far
‘ag’ one can see ahead, our stretigth 1s our
most dependable, if not our only, assurance
of peace, - ‘

—

[From the Augusta ( Ga;) Chronicle,

: Sept, 9, 1863]
: THE Issvk Is U.S. Securry |

Senator RIcHABD B. RUSSELL has placed the
huclear test ban issue back in proper per-
spective, . . .

Before the test ban treaty was negotiated in
Moscow in_July, America’s Joint Chiefs of
Staff voiced thelr opposition to such a pact
on military grounds. A treaty would not
serve America’s best inferests, they said, be-
cause it would subject our natlonal defense
%o unnecessary rigks. -

While the treaty was being negotiated and
immediately after it was signed, other Amer-
dcans well versed in the requirements of our
defense structure and the status of the arms
race came forth to oppose the treaty for se-
curity reasons, Imposing testimony was of-
fered to.support the view that the U.S. Sen-
#te should reject the treaty because of the
military disadvantages it holds for the free
world. - :

But then proponents of the treaty suc-
ceeded in shifting the spotlight away from
military aspects of the pact. They ham-
mered away at the diplomatic and political
implications of the forthcoming Senate vote.

A public opinion poll taken in the wake of
"-ebullient international spirits at the time of

the treaty signing was broduced to “prove’
that 73 percent of the American people fay-
ored Senate ratification. Treaty advocates
forecast reelection trouble for any Senator
who voted against the treaty and dire inter-
national consequences for the United States,
If the Senate falled to approve it,
~Even the Joint Chiefs of Staff were per-
suaded to_ place political considerations
ahead of military risks in thelr testimony
before Senate, committess. As a result, they
gave thelr qualified approval to ratification,
‘alth&ugh one of them-—Air Force Gen., Cur-
t1s LeMay—made it clear he would not have
sanctloned the treaty before it was signed.
- With most of the emphasis centered on in-
terpational and domestic bolitics, the treaty
appeared headed for smooth salling through
the Senate, -
-But now comes Senstor RUSSELL, with an
- 8581st from Senator Jomn STENNIS, of Missig-
slppi, and Senator Srrom THURMOND, of
South Carolina, to get the test ban debate
back on the track. e

Speaking as the unquestioned leading Sen-

ate authority on national defense, the emie
nent Georg;_an has declared:

. i
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“I have studled this matter as carefully as
I could and concluded that, in good con-
sclence, I cannot support the treaty.”

STENNIS and THURMOND, two other mem-
bers of RUSSELL'S Armed Services Committee,
also formally announced their opposition to
the treaty on the eve of the Senate floor de-
bate, which begins today.

STENNIS, in a short floor speech, cited the
“serious and formidable” treaty. RusseLn
sald he would walt until this week to dis-
close his reasons in a detailed Senate speech,
but he made it clear that national security is
the basis for his opposition.

The Nation owes a debt of gratitude to
RusseLL for restoring the vital defense con-
siderations to their proper place of promi-
nence. Even as he announced his opposi-
tHon—which automatically changed the vot-
ing outlook considerably, RussELL conceded
that treaty proponents probably have
enough votes committed to insure ratification
of the pact.

Whether they have or haven't, the Geor-
glan has clarified what should be the para-
mount issue at stake. If ag many as 33 Sen-
ators are not willing to join him in defeating
the treaty when the vote comes, it will be
because they placed bolitical considerations
ahead of maximum national security.

[From the Augusta (Ga.) Chronicle, Sept. 7,
1963]

WILL THE SENATE YIELD?

Senator HuperT HUMPHREY advances as one
of the principal reasons for the Senate to
support the proposed nuclear test ban treaty
the argument that if it were not in our
national interest *“‘our Government would
not have worked for and then signed” it.

This reasoning by the Iiberal Deémocrat
from Minnesota attributes to the White
House and the State Department an omnis-
cience which we doubt they deserve. But
more Importantly, it obviates the historic
“advise and consent” role of the Senate in
matters brought before it by the executive
branch of the Government.

It presupposes that any treaty offered on
any subject and with any natlon is g flawless
document and a consummate instrument and
is to be blindly rubber-stamped by Members
of the Senate. '

To accept that premise Is to negate that
portion of the Constitution which gives to
the Senate the responsibillty and obligation
to scrutinize all treaties negotiated in behalf
of the United States, and to turn down any
that it might feel is not in the national
interest.

HUMPHREY’S argument on this point is as
specious, incidentally, as s another he ad-
vances. He claims it should be adopted be-
cause a poll has shown that the treaty
1s supporteq by 73 percent of the American
people.

A cogent polnt raised by Senator Barry
GOLDWATER in one of his statements answered
that latter claim, so far as we are concerned,

The first week after the treaty was initialed
In Moscow, sald the Arizonan, a distinct
volume of mai] coming to the Senate favored
the treaty proposal. As he sald, that was
natural. The negotiators, the President,

Premier Khrushchev, all were pictured in

such high spirits over the treaty. That
spirit, sald GOLDWATER, was contagious,

Last week, however, he sald, another check
of mail showed that support for the treaty
was dwindling throughout the Nation.

We suspeet a more current poll of people
would show the same results.

In fact, a national poll most likely would,
in our opinion, reflect strong support for
GOLDWATER'S suggestion that the United
States require Russia to remove its troops
from Cuba as a condition of the test ban
treaty.,

- Admittedly, this should have been written

N
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Into the treaty before it was initialed in Mos-
€owW, a suggestion which the Chronicle itself
made at the time. That is wasn’t, however,
doesn’t mean that the United States must
always lgnore its own self-Interests, nor is
the time too late new,

That many Americans seem willing to find
fault with the proposal that this country
blace its welfare in the balance in its nego-
tlatlons with the deceltful Soviet Union
smacks, of a timidity and a nailvete 111 befit-
ting a nation of.our strength and integrity.

[From the Economic Council Letter, Sept. 1
1963]

RUSSIAN ROULETTE

The Moscow Treaty, for cessation of nyu-
clear testing, except underwater, is the Arst
step in implementing the program for total
disarmament usually referred to as 72717,

This program was approved in essence by
President Kennedy befors the U.N. Assembly
In 1961. The detaileq agreement;, for dis-
armament in three stages was submitted to
the United Nations the same day by the
U.S. Government as the official documeént
recording the terms of the agreement ac-
cepted by our Government and the Soviet
Union. It may, ag we sald recently, have the
legal status of an €xecutive agreement and
therefore be bart of the Constltution. The
burpose of the present treaty then would be

-to get the Senate’s approval on record.

On June 1 of this year we reported to you,
in Council Letter 512, that some major
agreement was in the offing between the
Soviet Government and ours, with the climax
set probably for a meeting in Rome between
President Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev,
The death of the Pope made that timing
1mpossib1e._ But Mr, Harriman was imme-
dlately dispatched to Moscow and the Treaty
of Moscow was brought forth,

Debate on this test ban treaty may be the
most important debate ever held in the U.S,
Senate, .

DISSENTING OPINION

The executive branch today has an army
of experts, political, military, sclentific, vir-
tually all of whom can be brought forward
to testify that this treaty is a giant step to-

from a loose repre-
sentative structure, mirroring as many
shades of opinion as there were In the coun-
try, to a tight monolithic structure, under
which it is nearly impossible for dissenting
opinions to reach the public. This control
extends in fact to private firms dependent on
Government contracts, and to university ex-
perts dependent upon Government subsidies
for research. Near unanimity in favor of the
treaty is therefore to be expected, The least
expression of dissent is highly significant.
Hearings are being held before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, whose chair-
man, Senator FULBRIGHT (Democrat of Ar-
kansas), is wholly committed to the philos-
ophy of coexistence on which the treaty rests.
The Senate Armed Services Committee and
the Atomlic Energy Committee were persuaded
to hold joint hearings with Forelgn Relations,
under the chalrmanship of Fuisricar,
These committees allotted 3 weeks for hear-
ings, 2 weeks for supporters and a third week
(the week of the civil rights march) for
opponents, One Congressman who asked for
an hour to present his objections was told
that the limit was 10 minutes, but as a mat-
ter of congressional courtesy he could have
15 minutes, ’
Impressive military and technical testi-
mony is now coming out against the treaty,
even from Government experts. Gen. Curtis
E, LeMay, Air Force Chief of Staff, sald that
militarily he saw g great disadvantage but
politically a net advantage. LeMay sald Sec-
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retary McNamara had never consulted him—
the Air Force Chief of Staffi—on the treaty.

Air Force Gen. Thomas S, Powers, Chief of
the Strategic Air Command, sald the test
ban treaty was not in the best interests of
the United States. He ¢id not Bave confl-
dence that the United States would maintain
its nuclear superlorlty if the treaty were
signed, and our nuclear superlorlty was, he
believed, “the only present deterrent to war.”

All honor to General Powers and General
LeMay. It takes almost unbelievdble courage
for any individual in high office to obey his
consclence and take a stand against the Gov~
ernment monolith. ~

We call your attention to the fact that
General LeMay was not appolnted Air Chief
for a full term, but only for 1 year. It is
reported that Adm. George Anderson, former
Chiet of Naval Operations, was not re-
appointed because he was opposel to the test
ban treaty. We will watch with interest to
see how ‘long 1t is before General Powers is
promoted from command of SAC to-some job
which has prestige but no defense respons-
ihilitles. :

If Congress served no other ~purpose, it
would be a priceless safeguard for our coun-
try, because it delays and makes more diffi-
cult the punishment of Governnient officials
who think they should tell the American
people the dangerous truth.

The honor roll of good public servants
must also include Dr. Teller, famous expert
in nuclear science, who said the treaty would
be o dreadful and tragic mistake for the
United States. We wish we could name all
the men of honor who are trying to give the
American people thelr best judgment on
these difficult matters.

THE POLITICAL ISSUX

We shall confine our analysis to one area
which we think is least likely to be exam-
ined—the political. Our concern ls this: Is
the test ban treaty & complete package, to
be judged In itself, or i it &n Iinnocent-
appearing part in a carefully designed long-
range plan for ends about which we are not
told? We are certain the Senafors will care-

fully examine the words of the treaty ltself, ~

put we are not so hopeful they will examine
this treaty as a critical link in a much larger,
more ambitious design for shaping American
forelgn and military policies. "We shall try
1o define the guestions, if not the answers.

if, as we believe, this treaty is only part
of a grand design, then the other parts of it
are already prepared and ready for adoption
at a predetermined pace.

The architects of this grand design have

_really been quite frank about the next steps.
It is obvious that this test ban treaty will be
followed first by the successlve steps listed
jn the United States-USS.R. agreéement, or
7277. These Include further sbandonment
of. military bases, demobilizing of missile~
carrying equipment (the Strategic Air Com-
mand?), reduction of military tralning, and
abolition of West Point, Annapolls, and the
Air Force Academy.

We do not belteve our Armed Forces are
going to be sertously reduced. The services
will be transformed into a gigantic peace
corps to teach industrial and farming skills
to underdeveloped nations. The Peace Corps
idea is no mnaive gne. Defense budgets will
be cut only slightly because most of the
funds will be spent.in a greatly enlarged pro-
gram for helping backward nations. In-
credible as it sounds, we confidently predict
we shall before long be engaged In a vast
undertaking for ald to Red China, probably
on the theory that that will soften Red
China’s rulers and make them willing to
accept a ban on atomlc war. What a stra-
teglc leap forward for Soviet military power.

THE WARSAW PACT

Another spoke in the wheel of which this
treaty is an innocent-appearing part is the
Warsaw Pact. That is the nonaggression
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treaty between the Communist States and the
NATO countries. Note that such & pact s
& commitment by the United States to the
present deadly division which runs through
the heart of Europe, in¢luding the Berlin
wall. The new treaty will sanctify the Soviet
conquest of the captive netions and end for-
ever any chance for reynification of Ger-
many. i

On the Asian slde, the same end as the
Warsaw Pact will be achleved by cutting
down military aid to anti-Communist na-=
tions, like free China and free Korea, and
then making them into sn atom-free or de-
militerized zone. 'There s an air of contrived
theatrical effects even in the trotbles of Viet-
nam., ]

Warsaw Pact demilitarized zones—at our
expense-—have long been the policy of the
jeftists in England. They have been put for-
ward subtly at many conferences by Ameri-
can delegates, but the time was not ripe.
The minds of the American people had not
been softened up enough. But we are get-
ting nearer.

There has beerr much: talk of why Khru-
shchev finally agreed toithis treaty. Khru-
shchev has been for disarmament for years.
The Soviet economy capnot stand the cost
of keeping up with American defense spend-
ing. Khrushchev wisheg to use that money
for economic advancement. He knows he
cannot, “bury” us until s economy makes a
better showing. :

In sddition, Khrushchev had two other
aims. Sovlet policies im Burope have been
directed to keeping a grip on the captive
nations and preventing the rearming of
Gerrnany with modern, cspecially nuclear,
weapons. They have su¢ceeded in both aims,
but Western Europe is getting restless, as it
gets more powerful. It imust be checkmated
before it knows its strength.

The Soviet quarrel with Red China has all
the appearance of a Mo pow Art Theater pro-
duction. Khrushehev §§ not going to fight
China. He would prefer to let us do it. One
important suggestion, made by Philip Horton
of the Reporter, is thgt the Soviet leaders
wish to weaken Mao’s regime so that they can
replace it with a Communist leadership under
strict Soviet control, |

BLUEPRINT FOR SURRENDER .

A curious effort is belpg made to blame the
Kennedy administratign for the test ban
treaty. Why? Is this another red herring,
the deadliest weapon iof those who would
destroy us?

The policy implicit in the Moscow treaty

is the policy which hag dominated our mili-
tary and political deciglons over many years.

This treaty must be gonsidered in connec-
tion with other militaty pollcies with which
1t is interwoven. These include the aban-
donment of Nike-Zeus, the TFX plane con-
tracts, abandonment of our oversea bases,
gradual ebandonment: of manned bombers,
the mno-win policy in [troop indoctrination,
and many others. We should also include
the President’s curious statement that- we
cannot achieve an antimissile missile, no
matter how much we test.

Tn this connectton it is useful to read an

article by Earl Ubell gind Stuart H. Loory in
the Saturday Evening Post for June 1, 1963,
on how Becretary McNamara did away with
the Nike-Zeus missile. !
It is the fashion of the moment to tie
these developments to the conference in Mos-
cow at the end of 1960, when W. W. Rostow
and Jerome Wiesner represented incoming
President Kennedy. We apparently agreed
to end the use of prbvocative weapons be-
cause they made the Communist leaders
nervous. ;

We do not belleve either of these men were
principals or that thé program of softening
up our defenses originated with them. So
subtle and effective g policy for the loss of
Amerlcan freedom wag contrived by men with
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far more ability than they, over a much
longer period.

President Eisenhower had an excellent Sec-
retary of Defense in Charles Wilson, perhaps
the ablest man in the world on the indus-
trial side of war preparation. He alse had
& brilliant Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in Admiral Radford. As a former mili-
tary man, Fisenhower. had many friends who
could reach him outside of official channels
and let him know what was going on.
Nevertheless major steps were taken in the
reduction of American military dependence
on strength. The long-term policy of giving
State Department officials top responsibility
over the military professionals on militery
decisions went forward rapidly. State De-
partment types moved Into top positions in
the highly centralized Defense Departmernt
and exerted their influence through fina neial,
legal, and other cobwebs.

Paraliel steps in weakening our military
independence were the atoms-for-peace pro-
gram urged by Senator HuMprHREY and the
ADA, the invitation to Khrushchev to visit
the United States, the synthetic spirit of
Camp David, thé furor over the U-2 incident,
and the craven advice to the President to give
up & state visit to Japan bevcause of Commu-~
nist riots in Tokyo.

To these we might add the settlement of
the fighting in Korea in such a way as to free
the Communists to attack southeast Asia,
the partition of Vietnam (moving the Comi-
munist frontier nearer to the free worlc), -
and the mutual defense treaty, barring free
Chinsa from moving back onto the mainland
without the consent of the Security Council,
More disastrous was the decision to pretend
Castro was not a Communist though his rec-
ord was well known, and insist that the dic-
tatorship of aging Batista, who supported us
at the U.N. was more immoral and dangerous
than the dictatorship of a ruthless Commu-
nist supported by Soviet power. ’

We should add to this list the destruction
of Senator Joseph McCarthy with the help
of our Government, Remember that Sena-
tor McCarthy had moved from his exposures
of communism in the State Department to
the horrified discovery that influences were
powerful enough in the Defense Department
to promote Dr. Peress and protect subversion
at Fort Monmouth, .

The same story runs through the Truman

administration, beginning with the dismissal

of the highest American military officer in
the Pacifle, in the midst of & war, because
he wanted to fight the Communist Chinese.

There are many more examples. To sum
up, the present pattern of American military
policy, as illustrated today by the recom-
mendations of Wiesner and Rostow, Mc-
Nemara and Yarmolinsky, is not new. It is
a continuation and fulfillment of the mili-
tary policles followed under President Tru-
man and in fact growing ever more power-
ful under President Eisenhower.

These apparently separate but clozely in-
terwoven thresds are the same as the foreign
policies carrled on, behind the presidential
facade, during all postwar administrations.

In other words, all of these foreign and
military moves could be summed up as the
Yalta program, or even Detter, the Teheran
program, for peaceful coexistence, Under
various aspects the design includes getting
the American Nation tightly locked into world
government, with a world military force
stronger than that of any national state,
world law, world government jurisdiction
over the individual, world powers of taxation,
and world control of the economy.

The institutions of the United States and
the Soviet Union are to be gradually modi-
fled go they will look and function more and
more alike while we are persuaded by people-
to-people programs that the Soviet people-—
left alone—would not choose war. This is
what Khrushchev means when he said he
will “bury” us.
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- WHE TURN TO LIZERTY
Those people ‘should support the treaty
. who like the curious policies our Govern-
ment has followed since Yalta and who like
the policies projected for the immediate
future, Those people who do not like the
- ‘blueprint for coexistence should oppose the
treaty or Inslst on amendments based on the
principles of the Atlantic Charter.

‘We propose one such amendment. Amer-
jcan interests can best be served by an
amendment providing that before the treaty
goes Into effect, the Soviet Union grant free
elections 1n all captive nations on the ques-
tion whether they are for or against national
independence free from Soviet or Iron Cur-
taln military occupation. These votes will
be conducted by the U.N, in the presence
of the press of the world. In East Germany

- the question should be for or against reun-
ion with West Germany.

President Roosevelt, President  Truman,
Republicans in Congress, and many of our
distinguished men have sald that the United
States could never make an agreement with
TS8R, until the captive nations were free,

‘Today we must add Cuba to the captive
nations., :
. Bome better amendments may be offered
in the Senate, but this proposal will keep
open the debate on our security as a nation.
Thirty-four Senators can save our country
‘trom disintegration. It will be & political
miracle if the American _people can arouse
themselves and tell
 ‘Senate they will tolerate no surrender of
" American self-defense. :
<~ It will be a ‘mlracle.

But we belleve In
miracles. '

* ey REASONS To OPPOSE TREATY
To the EDTTOR! ) ‘ L

* In regards to the test ban treaty now pend-
ing in Washington, D.C.. I would like to say
that I along with a lot of other people would
like very much to have peace but not on
Russian terms. E

. When Russia takes down the German wall
and glves Her slaves freedom, pulls out of
Cuba and allows those people to elect their
own leaders, get rid of Khrushchev, give up
Poland, Hungrary and Czechoslovakia, etc;
otc; then we could believe Russia really de-
sired peace and it would be time for our
leaders to start having peace talks with

" Russia. -

“However, riothing has changed; Russia is
§till the Sarne with the same murderers who
‘are dictators who aré bent on world domina-
“tlon, Because of thls and the following rea-
sons I am bitterly opposed to the test ban
treaty, which Khrushchev is so anxlous to get

; ‘passed, ’

" 1. Any treaty with Russia is not worth the
paper that it is written on and can only do
one thing—allow the Russians to arm and
test while e stand still. The Russians have
‘broken 50 out of 53 treaties and will surely
break the other 3 when it ig to their interest
to do s0. Remembeér the Russlans had & test
ban treaty with President Eisenhower. They
broke that agreement and will also break this
one. This treaty will further the Russians’
smbition at our expense.

2, This agréement was not legally and
‘properly brought about. It was written and
signed before bringing 1% before our Senate.

. This automatically prevents our law body
from changing any part of it, which is not in
the best interest of the United States. It is
3 Russian ¢ourse all the way.

3, Approving ‘thls treaty is like glving
Hilled out and signed check except
{int, because I understand after
we have signed this agreement and if it is
passed then the majority of the nations, who
bave Signed the treaty, can change it. Then
we will still be obligated to abide by this
change without, the approval of the Senate
and Congress, This is like buying something
- 4n 8 paper bag.

¥ # <

the Members of the.
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"+74] Tn the past each time we have miet,”

$alked or made agreements with Russia they

have gained something and we have lost and -

experience has proved that when they are
anxious for something it is the best sigh that
T know of that it is not good for us.

5. I am far more afraid of a sellout than I
am a fallout. .

6. How can you possibly do honorable busl-
ness with dishonorable people such as gang-
sters, blackmailers, saboteurs, or people whose
main ambition 1s to destroy you? It s sul-~
cide to try.

7. In my opinlon no one in his right mind
can be for this treaty and still be a patriotic
American.

8. I am bitterly opposed to the campaign of
pressure and fear belng used by those who
are wishing to pass this agreement. Presl-
dent Kennedy in his inaugural address sald
“Let us never negotiate out of fear”; now he
is asking us to do just that.

9, Our Congress and Senate were not given
the chance to participate in drawing up this
agreement. \

10. Russia could go ahead with her testing
in China or some other, Communist country
which had not signed the treaty and say that
she had nothing to do with 1t.

Approving this test ban treaty could go a
long way in helping the downfall of the
United States. People who give up thelr
freedom for peace no longer have either.

An old-fashioned American,
' PauL D. CoNRAD, Sr,

[From the Manion Forum, Sept. 1, 1963]
Tue TeEsT BAN TREATY: A COVENANT WiTH

 DEATH AND AN AGREEMENT WiTH HELL

(By Dean Clarence E. Manilon)

President Kennedy says that the test ban
treaty is a step toward peace. The eminent
sctentist, Dr. Edward Teller, father of the
hydrogen bomb, calls 1t a %tep toward war,
Over this microphone a few weeks ago, the
distinguished military strategist, Adm. Ches~
ter Ward (Manion Forum broadcast No. 462)
declared that the treaty is a plan for the
certain destruction of the United States.

These three estimations of the practical
effect of the treaty have all been amplified
in newspaper reports. You may take your
choice. But basically, and aside from its
frightening practical impHcations, the test
ban treaty raises an important moral issue,
which is being all but completely obscured.

For the moral character of this made-in-
Moscow contract we must go back to the
prophet Isaiah: “We have made a covenant
with death and an agreement with Hell. We
have made lles our refuge and under false-
hooed we have hid ourselves” (Isalah 28:15).

That, in words spoken 2,700 years ago, 1s
precisely what our diplomatic representatives
did at Moscow. That evil deed—over and
beyond lts practical consequences for peace,
war and our hational destructlon—that 1is
the thing that should disturb us now.

The evil of this treaty with the Commu-
nists 1s the basle evil involved In any agree=
ment with militant activated atheism. Such
an agreement on testing or on any other
subject, creates moral obligations which we
must and will observe because our Govern<
ment 1s the end product of a moral climate,
and our constitutions and laws are the proj-
ectlons of religious morality—whether we all
realize it or not.

But the moral obligations created by this
agreement have no meaning for the Commu-
nists because communism is, by its open
profession and unbroken practice, an un-
morsl institution that recognizes no obliga~-
tlon except force.

A great many people are scandalized by
the fact that the Communists have already
broken 5O agreements that we have made
with them. This record of Communist falth-
lessness is frequently cited as the reason
why we should make no more agreements

-~
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with Communist governments. The conclu-
sion is correct but the reason for it 1s super-
ficlal, The Communists have broken these
agreements when it suited their purpose to
do so for the reason that being Communists
they could not and cannot do otherwise.

Unless he is restrained by some Pavlovian
perversion of his nature, a wolf will grab a
piece of meat when he 1s hungry, and by the
same token Communists must and will do
what is immediately expedient for commu-
nism. When Communists cease to do that
they are no longer Communists.

No human being in his right mind would |
hire a hungry wolf to guard his meat be-
cause human beings understand the nature
of wolves. The fact that we made 50 agree=
ments with Communists and are shocked
because they broke them proves simply that
we do not understand the nature of Com-~
munists and/or the nature of communism,
The recent agreement made in Moscow un-
derscores the persistence of that fatal mis-
understanding.

Once upon a time our CGiovernment officials
knew better. Back in 1920, the Ifalian Am-
bassador to this country asked our then
Secretary of State, Bainbridge Colby, why
the United States refused to recognize the
Communist Government of Soviet Russla.
Mr. Colby’s reply is a classical explanation
of the impossibility of establishing orderly
treaty relationships with Communist gov-
ernments,

Ask your Senator to get this masterpiece of
truth from our State Department and read
it into the REcorp during the debate on rati-
fication of the Moscow Treaty.

Among other things, Secretary of State
Colby said this:

«The undisputed facts have convinced the
Government of the United States that the
existing regime in Russia is based upon the
(denial) negation of every principle of honor
and good falth and every usage and conven~
tion underlying the whole structure of inter-
national law; the (denial) negation,in short,
of every principle upon which 1t is possible
to base harmonious trustful relations,
whether of nations or of individuals.

“The responsible leaders of the (Commu-
nist) regime have freely and openly boasted
that they are willing to sign agreements and
undertakings with forelgn powers while not
having the slightest intention of observing
such undertakings or carrying out such
agreements.

«Phisg attitude of dishonoring obligations
* &« * fhey base upon the theory that no
compact or agreement made with a (non-
Communist) government can have any moral
force for them. * * * In the view of the
Government of the United States there can-
not be any common ground upon which it
can stand with a power whose conceptions
of international relations are so entirely
alien to its own, so utterly repugnant to its
moral sense.”

That was sald in 1920, Has the Soviet
Government done anything since then to
soften that official condemnation? Take 2
quick look at the record. Here are some
highlights: Since 1920 the Communists have
stolen our vital military secrets, perverted
our public servants, counterfeited our cur-
rency, killed or imprisoned our soldiers, and
finally, in Paris, Khrushchev publicly insult-
ed the President of the United States to his
face.

THE UNITED STATES UNLEASHED THE RED

OFFENSIVE 30 YEARS AGO

In the process of violating Its solemn
agreements with this country and other
countries (more than 1,000 violations all
told), the Soviet Government has extended
the boundarles of its ruthless unmoral and
illegitimate control to the point where com-
munism now rules more than 1 billion peo-
ple. Millions of its most pitiful victims are
now in our own hemisphere.
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At the moment, the Red conguest is on the
offensive everywhere. But the polnt to re-
member as you read this record s that the
Communists were completely unable to get
started on this victory march as long as the
United States followed the official policy you
have just heard expressed by our Secretary
of State Colby in 1920. .

Four successive Presidents of the United
States adhered to that policy which was first
established by Woodrow Wilson. As a result
of 1ts continuous enforcement, communism
was literally dying on the Kremlin vine in
1933 when President Franklin Roosevelt re-
versed this Wilson policy and suddenly
brought the Red criminal apparatus back to
iife with offictal American recognition.

From that day to this the moral, financial,
and constitutional integrity of this country
hag been progressively weunkened by the fail-
ure of four successive Presidents of the
Unlted States to read, understand, and apply
the self-evident truth about communism
that Secretary of State Colby wrote to the
Itallan Ambassador 43 years ago.

Presidents Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower,
and Kennedy—each gambled the future of
ireedom here, and, therefore, the future of
Jfreedom everywhere, on the personal convic~
tion that he could tame and clvilize this
chronically hungry Kremlin wolf to the point
© where 1t would no longer grab whatever
meat it could reach. .

What is the reason for the precarlous state
of the world today? That reason is em-
bedded in the fact that since 1832 we have
not had a President of the United States
whose officlal actlons reflected an under-
standing of the moral leprosy that is called
communism, .

There may have heen excuses for the
naivete of President Franklin Roosevelt in
deallng with this deadly political disease.
The complete record of Communist perfidy
was not available to him in 1933 and, as he
frankly told Congressman Martin Dies,
“Several of the best friends I have are Com-
munists.” (“The Martin Dies Story,” p. 144,
Bookmailer, Box 101, Murray Hill Station,
New York 16, N.Y., $5.)

It is harder now to find similar excuses
for President Kennedy. By his own admis-
slon, President Ifennedy has had more direct
experience with Communist perfidy than
President Roasevelt had. In a dramatic tele-
vision speech to the American people last
October 22, the President announced that
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko had lied
to him about the presence of Soviet missiles
in Cuba.

But the same Gromyko has just initialed
the test ban treaty which President Ken-
nedy Is urging the Senate to ratify into a
binding obligation upon the United States.

Wil it be necessary for the President to
make another dramatic speech, in October of
1964 perhaps, tellimg the American people
that Mr. Gromyko was'lylng when he pledged
that. the Soviet Government would scrupu-
lously observe the new Moscow atom test
ban?

What assurance has Mr. Kennedy had since
last October that causes him to believe that

Gromyko, Khrushchev, and the other Com- *

munist functionaries have finally been won
over to the side of truth? . g

Do the Communists still make an official
point of the fact that thelr agreements are
as worthless as Secretary Colby said they were
in 1920?

Lagt March, Khrushchey’s son-in-law,
Alexel Adzhubel, had an audience with the
late Pope John. A few days later he was in-
terviewed by reporters In Vienna who asked
him If agreements were contemplated be-
tween the Kremlin and the Vatican.

Adzhubei denied that he had made any
promises to the Pope or that any agree-
ments were to be expected. Sald he, “I am
an atheist. I could break my word to the

Holy Father * * * as an atheist I would not

be compelled to keep a promise. * * * There

{

can never be peaceful coexistence between
the Christlan religion and our Coramunist
doctrine.” (David Lawrence, Buffalo Evening
News, Mar. 22, 1963.),

'This would seem to bring Secretary Colby’s
1920 explanation up to date. That being so,
we have made an agreement with Hell which,
if ratified, we must observe but which the
atheistic Communists wiil not.

Among other thingh, the Moscovwr treaty
forbids us to fire a nuclear explosion any-
where under any circumstances except un-
derground, which means, obviously, that in
our resistance to Cbmmunist aggression
henceforth we will not be permitted to use
nuclear weapons. Thus, we will have to
match the massive Russian and Chinese arm-
fes bayonet to bayonetas we did 1n Korea.

WE ARE NOW ON ROAD IO DISARMAMENT—AND
OBLIVION

This Moscow agreemént i much more than
a test ban. It is a unilateral undertaking by
the United States to bring about universal
disarmament and to thvest the United Na-
tions with sole control of all weapons and
military forces in the world, including all of
our nuclear laboratories, installaticns and
stockpiles. This Is the one inflexible purpose
of this administration.

Secretary McNamara has the questionable
distinction of being the first Defense Secre-
tary in memory who Has concerned himself
primarily with the whblesale Hquidation of
American military striking power. General
Bonner Fellers listed' McNamara’s accom-
plishments in this respect over this micro-
phone last week.

‘The President has said that the treaty is a
firs; step toward universal disarmament,
which he confuses with “peace.” Xe 1s al-
ready taking the second step in the disarma-
ment conference at Geneva where our dele-
gate has just ered to reduce our nuclear
stockpile by donations'to a pool to be used
for peaceful purposes.

We officlally offer to glve away 60 tons for
every 40 tons of nuclear metertal contributed
by the Soviet Union. If:there is anything left
now ¢f our once vaunted nuclear superiority,
this proposed formula should wipe it out in
short order. i .

Commenting upon this proposal, a Chi-
cago Tribune editorial (August 18) says:
“We sometimes wonder whether the Ken-
nedy administration is dommitted to national
sulcide or whether 1t is conducting a planned
drive into surrender to tommunism.”

The answer is that the Kennedy admin-
istration is committed to suicide and sur-
render. It has made its covenanb with
death and 1its agreement with hell for the
promise of a world without war in which
Mr. U Thant will keep universal peace, using
American soldiers who will wear United Na-
tions uniforms,

But Isalah prophesied that the promise
will not be kept; that our agreement with
hell will be broken and’ when the “overfiow-
ing scourge” shall pass through the land
then all of us, including U.S. Senators, will
be “trodden down by it,” (Isaiah 28:18) .

Let us pray that the Senators will re-
member that awful praphecy when the roll
is celled on the Moscaow treaty.

[From the Charlestan (S.0.) News &
Courler, Sept. 9, 1963)]
RUSSELL Is OPPOSED

Announcement by Senator RICHARD RuUS-
SELL, chairman of the Seénate Armed Services
Committee, that he will oppose ratification
of the nuclear test ban is a tremendous blow
to proponents of the Treaty of Moscow.

The senior Senator from Georgia has im-
mense prestige In the Senate. His fellow
Senators know that he has the deepest under-
standing of the Nation’s defenses and is above
any appeal to partisan ddvantage.

If anyone can persuade the Senate that
the sest ban contains danger to the United
States, that individual 1§ Senator RusskLL,

- [Editorial
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[From the Nashville (Tenn.) Banner,
Sept. 6, 1963]
RIGHT, SENATOR GOLDWATER—RESERVATIONS

STIPULATED ESSENTIAL 10 TREATY

There is a way-—a forthright way-—to cor-
rect a major disadvantage under which this
Nation would find itself with the proposed
nuclear test ban In force as drawn. ‘That
is by attaching two reservations as stipulated
by Senator BARRY GOLDWATER yesterday.

They would:

1. Require Russia to remove all Soviet
missiles and miltary forces from Cuba, be-
fore the pact became effective,

2..Provide in specific language, as former
President Eisenhower has urged, that the
treaty shall not impede America’s right to
use nuclear weapons in defense of its
security.

The threat to which these provisos are
addressed is not new.

Soviet-armed Cuba sets just 90 miles from
the United States shore—still the staging area
for subversion and potential attack in this
hemisphere, substantially unaltered in that
regard despite ceremonious gestures of “set-
tlement” and withdrawal dating to the now
deflated “showdown' of last October. While
talking ‘“‘peace” and “coexistence” and “dis-
armament” as fringe benefits of the Moscow
treaty, Khrushchev has made no move o
prove the claim of good faith by ordering a
genuine withdrawal from there.  Indeed,
even the earlier references to on-site inspec~
tions gather dust on the policy shelf,

Certainly, America should assert the
right—as the elementary right of security—-
t0 use whatever weapons are necessary if
this Nation or its allies are attacked. Presi-
dent Eisenhower was right in asserting that
major premise; and -Senators likewise con-
cerned for the future of their country are
right in insisting on it.

The treaty is meaningless as an instrument
of security if by omission or commission it
is subject to nebulous interpretation.

Even many of those outwardly favoring it,
mobilized as witnesses before Senate com-
mittees pondering it, have mentioned factors
of doubt and of danger.

These defects must be corrected now. They
could not possibly be corrected after it went
into force, if ratified. :

With these changes, America could, with
some degree of safety-—or at least & less de-
gree of danger-—accept the treaty.  Without
them, it would be taking a leap In the dark;
& gamble on a piece of paper which the Soviet
will violate on its own whim.

The document still would entail a risk,
though reduced. 'The alterations Pproposed
are essential to any ratification; without
them, the Senate should refect it.

Senator GOLDWATER Is a realist where na-
tional security-——present and future—is con~
cerned. He has spoken the ‘sentiment, and
volced the judgment, of many colleagues in
that body of ultimate decision; of many In
positions of military command * * * and of
millions, assuredly, comprising the body of
citizenship whose national security is at
stake.
from Radio Station

Orangeburg, 8.C.|
TEST BAN MERITS

The pecple of the United States are going
to get a test ban freaty, not on its merits,
but on the power of the administration to
enforce its will on the witnesses. Defense
Secretary McNamara reversed his earlier
testimony that the Russians have developed
an antimissile system. The Joint Chiefs of
Stafl reversed their earlier testimony that
they oppose the test ban treaty. A reversal
of testimony by men like Mr. McNamara
and the top military leaders of the United
States is & significant thing to behold.

In support of the test ban treaty, Secretary
McNamara, told the Senate on Tuesday (Au-
gust 13, 1963) that the Communists had not

WDIX,
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developed an a.ntimissile missile Ea.rlier he
had admitted to the Armed Services Com-
mittee that the Rugsians had developed an
antimissile missile, . Senator Ty
minded Secretary McNamara of his éarller
testimony (August 14, 1963). What Secretary
McNamara was teili“ng the Senate in sup-
port of the test ban treaty was a diréct con-
tradiction of what he had told thé Armed
Services Committee earller that the Soviets
.do have an operatlonal antimissile missile.
The United States must have nuclear tests
in the alr to perfect our antimissile misslle
To get a Senate approval of the trea.ty,
McNamara revexsed ‘his earlier test‘mony

- The Joint Chiefs of Staff had earlier testl-
fled to the Armed Services Commitiee that
they wereé opposed to the test ban treaty.

Now, the Joint Chlefs reverse their testi-

- inony. "Allen and .Scott report: “This dra-
matic backstage, about-face by the top mili-

" tary leaders was brought about by the Presi-

dent’s using both his personal préstige and
great power as commander-in-chief. (The
" President told the Jojnt Chiefs—) 'If by some
chance the Senate would fail to ratify this
treajcy it ‘would be the worst blow to this
‘dountry’s’ prestige: since the Russians
launched _their sputnik.” Repeatedly the
President assured the Joint Chiefs that he
.would nop let the treaty undermine the
country’s military strength” ‘(August 14,
" 1963). The result {5 that thé top military
leaders, of the United States have reversed
thelr’ “earl estimony. The President and
his-advisers did not consult the military be-
tore the test ban npegotlations, After the

deal 1s made they énforce the decision on

all and override all gpposition. The Nation
will get a test ban treaty—not on its merits—
but on the power of the President;
[detorial from radlo sbation WDIX,

i -Qrangeburg, 8.0.]

Acts—Nor Worps

The big ‘guns of us. Government propa-
‘ganda are turned Igose on tHe U.S, Senate
and the U.8. public. Reams of broadcast
news#nd front page headlines come from the
Government Undergecretary of State Harri-
maf says: “Khrushchev will abide by the
Jimited test ban treaty to avoid the risks of
nuclear war.” The Assqciated Press reports
Secretary Rusk: “The Soviet Unlon * * * hasg
looked 1nto the pit of the inferno and has
a commor Ipterest.” Mr. Rusk continyes:
“'The limited test ban treaty is not based on
trust of Russla ” He sald: “It will not Ll
the United States into relaxing its vigilance.”

The President of the United States has made.
We are told over ang

almilar assurances,
over again that Khrushchev i§ ~afraid that we
‘don’h trust Russia, that we will keep up our
guard, and the whole thing has a most un-
Tealistic press-agentry about it. It reminds
the gverage mah and woman of last November
when our leaders.were. eye-ball-to-eye-ball,
-Cuban weapons were defensive, Russia would
not dare g put missiles'in Cuba we demand
.. pn-site lnspection commumsm will not be
exported and Castro wxll dig on the yvine. . .
+. = 16 Was Mr, Harriman who atranged the Laos

‘déal with Rhrushchey to keep the peace in
Laos while we pay the bill which is no small
thing—43 miilion a month. But, the Com-
munists are taking Laos and with Khru-
shchey’s bles ing. Worse, the Communists
Jare uslng Laos as s sanctuary and supply

ok, ab our country taking
the guclear race, protecting
C ng Communist -leaning gov-
using the contract of the air-

emmen’cs,
craft carrier authorized by Congress, refus-
-ing to put Into production Nike-Zeus and
Bkybolt—and, the average cltizen 1s_war-
ranted in wondering if his leaders are com-
¢ petent to maintaln the yigilance they say
: they will maintain We

[QND .T€~,

route and flanking and killing U.S. citizens
A0 unlfe e,

\
Qastro yet. We ha,ven’t even slowed hlm

up. But, we stopped the Cuben patriots.
Are the test ban assurances on' any firmer
foundation than the others? The test ban

cpuld be our last fallure to meet our re--

sponsibilities with acts—not words.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Sept. 3, 1063]
. THE TREATY IN THE SENATE
The 16 to 1 vote by which the Senate

Foreign Relations Commlittee indorsed the
Kennedy-Harriman partial nuclear test ban

-treaty with the Soviet Union and sent it to

the Senate floor for debate does not fully
reflect the sentiments of the committee mem-
bers. Several who entertain the gravest
doubts about this undertaking were ready
to move it out of committee without giving
up their right to vote against it later.

Yet we expect that the Senate in the end
will give its consent to ratification. As soon
as the treaty was signed by the Secretary of
State in Moscow, the Senate was presented
with an accomplished fact. Then a whole
raft of other countrles signed up, and an ad~
ministration which is always more concerned

- with the good opinion of bush league states

than with the Interests or security of the
United States began arguing that we couldn’t
betray them,

Much. emotional propaganda has been
cranked up about how the treaty could be
a step toward a new era of international good
feeling, while the accommodation-with-
Ehrushchev lobby is busy magnifying the
hazards of radioactivity in babies’ milk—

.-which, it is true, has yet to lnconvenience

any babies.

We certainly should not choose to deny
Khrushchev the chance to indulge in a dance
ste]
‘Afterall, Hitler enjoyed that pleasure when
he did a jig in 1940 at Compiegne when
Frarce collapsed ’

But, lest joy be unconfined, there are a
few sour notes. Clarence Manion, former
dean of the Notre Dame Law School, spoke
on his radio forum Sunday, dlscussing the
moral character of this made-in-Moscow con~
tract. He cited the awesome words of the
prophet. Isalah:

“We have made a covenant with death,
and with hell are we at agreement; when
the overflowing scourge shall pass through, 1t
shall not come unto us: for we have made
lies our refuge, and under falsehood have we
hid ourselves.

“And your covenant with death shall be

disannulled, and your agreement with hell

shall not stand; when the overflowing
scourge shall pass through, then ye shall be
trodden down by it.

-“For the bed is shorter than that a man
can stretch himself on it; and the covering
narrower than that he can wrap himself
in it

Let the Senate ponder. Communism
neither repents nor reforms, and of what
use have its pledges ever been?

When Khrushchev’s son-in-law, Alexei
Adzhubei, had an audience with ‘the late
Pope John, he denied that any agreements
had been made, saying, “I am an atheist, I
could break my word to the Holy Father.
As an atheist I would not-be compelled to
keep a promise. There can never be peaceful
coexistence between. the Christian religion

. and our Communist doctrine.”

‘That is explicit enough, but there are the
words of Lenin that a treaty “is the means
of gaining strength.” There are the words
of Stalin that treaties, like nuts are made
to be cracked.

~“A diplomat’s words,” saild Stalin, “must
have no relation to action~otherwise what
kind of diplomacy is it? Words are one
thing, actions another. Good words are a
mask for the concealment of bad deeds.
Sincere diplomacy is no more posslble than

dr, water or iron wood.”
b L W90 W ——

or two when the ftreaty is ratified.

Le the Senators not say that they have
not been forewarned, Let each Senator re-
member, in Isaiah’s phrase, that “God doth
instruct him to discretion.”
>[Frpm __Our__Sunga.y Visitor, Aug. 11, 1963]

/ RIGHT OR WRONG—A FRrRESH Focus

(By Rev. Richard Ginder)

With all the discussion of the nuclear pact
between Kennedy, Macmillan, and Khru-
shehev, 1t becomes necessary again to step
back and focus on the whole picture.

De Gaulle did not join in the pact, but
no one is alarmed, for he is not hostile.
Adenauer did not sign, nor Franco. No-—
keep your eye on the short baldheaded man
with the wart beside his nose. He is the
enemy, the dictator of the U.S.8.R., the man
who can break any pact any time he wants
and send millions to their death. He has
announced time and again that he is out
to “get” us.

If you read your perlodicals thoughtfully,
you are bound to observe two very different
points of view about this menace. The one
holds Khrushchev for a cunning barbarian
and demands immediate liberation of Russia
and the captive nations,

The other counsels patlence, believing
that time 1s on our side: “All tyrannies pass
away eventually, Granted Khrushchev is
evil, he will die sooner or later, The Com-
munist system is bound to mellow.”

TIME IS AGAINST US [

But time is not on the side of freedom.
it.18 on Khrushchev's side and he well knows
it. His system ‘has, in a very short time,
enslaved one-third of the earth, and now he
wants the perpetuation of this outrage rec-
ognized by the free world as a stable affair.
He wants the abnormal macde normal.

"Hence, although he is as wicked as and
far more dangerous than the late unlament-

“ed A, Hitler, he walks about posing as a civil-

ized person and inviting nice people in to
dinner-—people like Averell Harriman and
Viscount Hailsham. These affairs are then
played up in the Soviet press as proof of how
the Western nations esteem this latterday
Hitler, treating him as their equal and the
Ifreely chosen representative of a great nation.

“You see,” he can tell the people of Hun-
gary, “it is perfectly normal for your country
to be garrisoned by Russian troops and run
from the Kremlin. Otherwise, do you think
the Governments of the United States and
Great Britain would send their representa-
tives to treat with me?”

To quote again what Secretary ot State
Charles Evans Hughes wrote 40 years ago:

“Nothing should be done to place the seal
of approval on the tyrannical measures that
have been adopted in Russia, or to take any
action which might retard the gradual re-
assertion of the Russian people of their
right to life in freedom.”

The cultural exchange is a similar feint.
One silly balletomane, . on’ viewing the
Bolshoi, was heard to sigh: “Oh, it would be
a pleasure to be bombed by dancers with
such technique”—which is, of course, just
the effect Khrushchev intended when he
sent them over here. They are on the state
payroll. They are conniving with the en-
slavement of their own people; otherwise,
they would run off and seek sanctuary as
did Rudolf Nureyev. They are the repre-
sentatives and accomplices of murderers
and assassins, Salesmen for Khrushchev.
And they do their work well: “It would be
a pleasure to be bombed by dancers with
such technique.”

NEUTRALITY IMPOSSIBLE

Back in 1917, President Woodrow Wilson
told Congress:

“Neutrality is no longer feasible or desira-
ble where the peace of the world 1s involved
and the freedom of 1ts peoples—and the
mh,ﬁnasre;,to..m@t ‘-peac;e vandv freedom lies in
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the existence of autocratic governments
bscked by organized foree which is con-
trolled wholly by their will, not by the will
of their people.,

“A steadfast concert for peace can never
be maintained except by a partnership of
democratic nations. No autocratic govern-
ment could be trusted to kKeep faith within
it or observe its covenants. It must be a
league of honor, a partnership of opinion.
Intrigue would eat 1ts vitals away; the plot-
tings of inner e¢ircles who could plan what
they would and render account to no one
waould be a corruption seated at its very
heart. Only free peoples can hold their pur-
pose and their honor steady to & common
end and prefer the interests of mankind to
any narrow interest of their own.

Now, instead of these futile discussions
over nuclear weapons, proposals for sum-
mit talks, suggestions for the control of
outer space, and the like, all of Which imply
that we have written off and forgotten about
Fast Germany, the Baltic States, Poland,
Hungary, and the rest of the Russlan satel-
iites—this attitude is known as being “real-
istic,” as though Abraham Lincoln had just
gat down one day in 1860 and sald, “Well,
there goes South Carolina’—suppose that,
for a change, instead of always talking about
what Khrushchev wants to talk about, we
would concentrate world attentlon on Rus-
slan imperialism, slavery in the Baltic States,
the wretched division of Germany, the Ber-
1in wall—“and ‘whatever happened to Ru-
mania, Albania, Hungary, and Poland?”

BROKEN TREATY WEEK

We could have Broken Treaty Week, with a
proclamation from Président Kennedy, ex-
pressions of regret, and appropriate lists of

a1l the treaties broken by the Bolsheviks.

since they came to power,

We could have exchange lecturers on de-
moceracy, with our men touring Russia and
her colonies explaining the American system,
and Russians touring the United States to
tell us how they run their conventions, how
they campalgn, how they settle hotly con-
tested elections, etc.

The possibilities are endless, but they are
not likely to be exploited, for the other
school of thought 18 in control: the let-by-
gones-be-bygones opinion, “accept the status
quo.” “We must assume that the Commu-~
nist threat will continue into the distant fu-
ture and that its removal 1s not within our
control.”

In the meantime, while the Communlist
dictators consolidate their grip over their
respective conquests, acquiring recognition,
a fictitious respectability, and in some cases
our foreign ald, the zeal of the free world
flags, and people become bored from the sheer
duration of the problem.

But whether we are. interested or not, it's
there—the wolf at the door (does that make
you think of Cuba?)—and we will have to
face up to it sooner or later by positive
action.

As for the nuclear pact: even if the Reds
could be trusted, 1t would solve very little,
for it does not affect the stock on hand. It
only outlaws testing. :

ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY JOBS AT

$30,000 FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR AND THE DEPARTMENT

OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE

As in legislative session,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there
is an item in conference on the appro-
priation bill for the Departments of
Labor and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, which Inhibits consummation of
the conference report on that appropri-
ation bill. There is an understanding

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

between the distinguished Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiaxs] and the chair-
man of the committee, the distingulshed
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLvl.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I call the
attention of the Senate to the remarks
of the Senator from Delaware yvesterday
with reference to amendment No. 25,
which appeared on page 25 of the ap-
propriation bill. The amendment was
numbered 25 and appears in italics on
pages 25 and 26 of the bill, just as
amendments are printed in appropria-
tion bills. !

The amendment was also printed on
page 13442 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp of August 6, 1963, which was the day
before the Senate acted on the bill.

In his remarks yestérday, the Senator
from Delaware stated frankly, as he is
always candid in the Senate, that he
had read the amendment before the bill
was passed by the Senate. It was not
the intention of the committee that the
amendment should cover any such num-
ber of persons as the Senator from Dela-
ware suggested yesterday. The infor-
mation from the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare furnished the
Senator from Delaware was that the
amendment would make 150 persons eli-
gible. The intent and thought of the
committee was that the number would
be relatively few. .

There is a compelling need for action
to raise the salaries of scientists and
medical men, not only at the NIH but
in other branches of: the Public Health
Service. More and more of these fine,
capable, outstanding, eminent scientists
and medical men are being lost to the
Government. :

However, the amendment goes further
than it was intended it should go.
Therefore, I say to the distinguished
Senator from Delaware that when the
conferees of the Senate and the House
meet on the bill, T shall ask the Senate
conferees to recede  from the amend-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I appreciate the statement by
the Senator from Alabama. Tt was
Representative Gross, of Towa, who first
raised the question, and I wish to com-~

pliment him for his @iligence. I followed'

through and found that the amendmen?
did give authority to the Secretary of
Health, ‘Education, and Welfare to ap-
point 150 eniployees, a humber of whom
could be sclentists and & substantial
number of whom could be administra-
tors, at salaries of $30,000 a year.

If there is to be jany change in the
salary scale, it certainly should be con-
sidered openly and én its merits rather
than hidden in such a manner as was
here proposed. I feel certain that the
Senator from Alabama agrees with me
on that point. I appreciate his assur-
ance here today that the amendment
will be deleted whg’n the bill goes to
conference. :

Mr. HILL. I wish again to empha-
size two propositions. Flrst, it was
never the intention to have the amend-
ment to cover any guch number as 150
positions. ! :

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
sure of that. i
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Mr. HILL. The idea was to have it
cover only a relatively few positions. I
shall ask the conferees to recede, as I
have said to the Senator from IDela-
ware and to the Senate. However, there
is a compelling need to act in this situa-
tion. More and more eminent scientists
and outstanding men in the field of
medicine and health are being lost to
the Government. We shall continue %o
Jose them unless something is done to
provide better salaries, better remune-
ration, for them.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That
may well be, but as I have said to the
Senator, that problem should be consid-
ered on its merits, even if it affects only
one employee.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield,

Mr. CARLSON. The distinguished
Senator from Alabama, in his usual, fine
manner, has agreed to do something
that should be done, regardless of the
need for increased salaries. I share
that view. I hope his committee will
refer this question to the Commitiee on
Post Office and Civil Service, which
usually deals with questions of this kind.

As one member of that committee, I
assure the Senator from Alabamas that
we shall be most anxious to do anything
we can to assist in improving the con-
ditions.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Kansas
is not only a member of the committee;
he is one of the strongest and most in-
fluential members of the committee. I
am pleased to have the assurance he has
given us.

Mr, KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr, KEATING. I express my en-
thusiastic approval of the action taken
by the distinguished Senator fror Ala-
bama. It seems to me that thisis exactly
what should be done undger the circum-
stances. .

As one Member of the Senate, I also
feel that the Senate owes a debt to the
distinguished Senator from Delaware for
digging into this question. Westudy and
vote on appropriation bills on the basis
of committee reports, yet there was not
one thing in the report on the bill on this
point. When I read in the RECORD today
the statement of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware yesterday, I then
turned to the report on the bill and found
not one word about the action which had
been taken to authorize the appointment,
apparently, by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare of 150 persons to
positions paying $30,000 a year. Per-
haps every one of us could be said to be
at fault for not having caught this item
before. But the Senator from Delaware,
with his characteristic ability and stick-
toitiveness, has really performed a service
for all of the Senate by bringing it up
and clarifying it. I personally express
my gratitude to him, because I-—and I
daresay every -other Member of this
body—had no idea when we voted for
the appropriation bill that we were vot~-
ing for any such proposal as was appar-
ently contained in the bill.
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Our country or dered a ﬂeet to be built

at Erie and put Oliver Hazard Perry in .

charge of the building. The construc-
tion of that fleet was little less than a
miracle,  The shipbuilders, recruited
from Phﬂadelphia and New York had to
make their way through a trackless
- wilderness. Guns and ammunition were
hauled hundreds of miles by sled and ox-
cart over almost Tmpassable trails. Ev-
erything iron was melted to furnish hard-
ware for the ships. Within 6 months of
the time they stood as trees of the forest,
the vessels were finished and floated.
No crews of seamanship were avail-
able—negro slaves, boys, and soldiers
became sailors, Perty’s fleet command-

ed only 54 guns; the British fleet had 63

guns of longer range and well tralned
Crews, = .

At 10'in the morning of ‘September 10
Perry sighted the British fleet. It was
the beginning of a day of frightful battle
50 well portrayed by the brush of the
artist. 'The tide of victory seemed
against the Amencans Perry’s flagship,
the Lawrence, was almost shot to pleces
But its motto for the day was “Don’t give
up the ship.” Desperately, the Ameri-

“ean ships closed in and gave fearful
battle at close range. At 4 that after-
‘noon the proud British flagship lowered

its flag in token of defeat. On the deck’

of the Lawrence, Perry received their
surrender, but refused the surrender of
their swords His warm desire was to

treat such worthy foe with all horior and”

courtesy. The British deeply appreciated
‘this generous gesture, and so one may
" find even g richer meaning to thé mes-

sage of that day: “We have ‘met the
“enemy and they are ours.’

Mr, President, T know many visitors

have gone through the corridors of the
Capitol, particularly the wing of the

Senate, and as they gazed at the paint-

ing at the top of the staircase about
25 or 30 feet from where 1 now stand,
they may have wondered what it was
about. It portrays the victory of-Com-~
modore Oliver Hazard Perry, a Rhode
Islander, on Lake Erie.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

©"Mr, PASTORE, I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Iam delighted to join
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island” [Mr, PasTOrE] in paying tribute
to the great naval hero of the War of

1812, The batile about which the Sen-

ator from Rhode Island has spoken took
Dblace near Put-in-Bay, Ohlo. There is
s monument at Put-in-Bay in honor of
this distinguished American.

I cannot help thinking at this time
that, while we speak of the great a,chreve-
ments of Perry, we also should have in
mind the great heroism shown by so

- many Amerlcans in the War of 1812.

There is in Qhio, Fort Stephenson, which,

was poﬁ“ﬂmanded by a Maj. George Crog-
han, His as an extraordinary achieve-
he displayed heroism to the

ety am. dellghted to join the Senator
- from

> all the men of ouy Nation who
T ught nobly in that war to preserve our
- couniry.
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Mr Presrdent ‘T as‘k unanimous con-"
sent to have prmted at this point in the
REecorD a letter I wrote to Mr. William
M. Haynes, chairman of the Guests
Committee in connection with the Port
Stephenson Sesquicentennial.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

- JurLy 15, 1968.
Mr. Wn. M. HAYNES, :
Chairman, Guests Commitiee,
Fort Stephenson Sesquicentennial,
Fremont, Ohio.

DEeAaR MR, Haywes: I am very grateful for
your letter of June 28 in which you invite
me to attend the Fort Stephenson Sesqui-
centennial Celebration being held July 27
to August 3, 1963, inclusive.

I recognize that you are, in this year of
1963, paying tribute to the herolc spirit of

. the rank and file of the military and the

nonmilitary ecitizens in fighting for the
preservation of the freedom of our country.
In your county of Sandusky, on the river of
that name, stands the town of Fremont,
formerly named Lower Sandusky. In that
town lived a band of Wyandottes called the
neutral nation. Their area was called the
Sanctuary was always found
by the tormented and oppressed in the his-
torlc lands of the United States in which
your celebration 1§ now being held.

Your county is the birthplace of the three
times Governor of Ohio and later President
of the United States, Rutherford B. Hayes.
When the name of Lower Sandusky was
sought to be changed to Fremont, your dis-
tinguished citizen, Mr, Rutherford B. Hayes,
opposed the suggested change; in the name
and in support of his position he offered the
following argument in verse:

“There Is 8 prayer ‘now going Tound
‘Which I dislike to hear,

To change the hame of this ofd town
I hold so very dear

“They pray the court to alter 11:
I pray to God they won't;

And let it stand Sandusky yet
And not John C. Fremont

“Sandusky is a pleasant name;
. ’Tis short and easy spoken,
Descending t6 us by a chain
That never should be broken.

“Then let us hand 1t down the stream
Of time to after ages, ’
And Sandusky bé the theme
Of future bards and sages,
“Won't the old honest sagums rise,
And say to us pale faces,
" ‘Do you our anclent name despise,
And change our resting- places?

“‘our fathers slumbered here;
Theéir spirits cry, “Oh, don’t
Alter the name to us so dear’
‘And substitute Fremont!”*

) “’I‘herefore rny prayer shall still remain,
Until my volce grows husky:

* Oh, change the people, not the name
Of my old home, Sandusky!”

In this celebration of 1963, in the midst
of speeches, music, and prayer, you will be

" reminded of the herolc deeds of Maj. George

Croghan and his intrepld men. On July
20 of the year of 1813, the British General,
Henry Proctor, and Tecumseh with their men
appeared near Fort Meigs to hesiege that
military base, The alertness of the then
Governor, William Henry Ha,rnson recog-
nized that the real goal of the enemy was
Fort Stephenson on the Sandusky River
where your distinguished town of Fremont

stands today.
It is a rather commonly accepted fact that
the defense of :E‘Qx};t Stephenson deserves to
f

: Eia% OR%t;ng%mﬁomoozmoo*

: “In that fort Were scarcely l

American soldters
200 men commanded by Maj. George
Croghan. He was only 21 years of age but
came of the finest fighting stock to be found
anywhere., The mere mention that he was
a nephew of George Rogers Clark bespeaks
excellently of his fearless and heroic back-
ground.

It was believed generally that Croghan
could not hope to hold out through a siege
imposed by the British and the Indians be-
cause of the smallness of the number of men
within the garrison and because of the be-
lief that Croghan and those men could not
sustain g siege or an attack. He was di-
rected to set fire to the stockade and retreat
through the woods when the British and
the Indians appeared. Patriots of our coun-
try are moved to greater courage when they
read the answer given by Major Croghan:

“Order for retreat received too late to
carry into execution. We have determined
to carry this place, and, by heaven, we can.”

Came August 1, 1813, Proctor, the English ~
general, and Tecumseh, the Indian chief,
reached the fort with 1,200 men, more than
half of whom were Indians. Proctor ar-
rogantly sent a message demanding sur-
render and warning that if the fort were not
given up the Indians would massacre the
garrison. But read and listen to the words
of, Croghan:

“When this fort surrenders, there will be
nobody left to massacre.”

Proctor and Tecumseh began their attack;
their battering kept up all night but with
little effect. Croghan had only onhe cannon
and it was a small one, “Old Betsy.” When
the signs of battle were growing ominous,
“0ld Betsy” began to speak more vigorously.
“Old Betsy,” now renown and supported by
heroic men, sent the Indians fleeing into the
woods and the British to their boats. Fort

. Stephenson was safe and triumphant. Ohio

in 1813, through Major Croghan and his 200
men, was made safe against the invasion
from Canada. »

If only the spirit and patriotism of 1963
were that of Major Croghan and his intrepid
men in 1813, how much more respected and
safe our Nation would be.

For the spirit of manliness, patriotism,
courageous and not cowardly political action,
our leaders in Washington ought to study
and follow that of the men of Fort Stephen-
son in 1813. "It that were done, our country
would be in & much safer position, more
respected—mnot only at home but throughout
the world,

I want very much to be with you during
your celebration of this important and heroic
event in the history of our country; I will be
present unless my duties In Washington
make it impossible.

Whether I am present or not, I join with
the citizens_of your area and those of Ohio
in paying tribute to the herclc men who at
Fort Stephenson in 1813 participated victor-
iolsly In the battle which contributed con-
spicuously in the preservation of our coun-
try. It is a year in which the citizens of
your area justifiably rejoice and sing praises
to the heroes of the past.

Sincerely yours,
.. Frank J. LAUSCHE.

THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

Mr. SCOTT. This week the Senate
began debate on one of the most im-
portant issues to face the United States
in recent history. The nuclear test ban
treaty and all of ifs ramifications will
and should be fully discussed and con-
sidered during the next 2 weeks.

As one who is most anxious to support
the foreign policy of the United States,
I am presené;ly uncommitted but favor-

to
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this treaty. Such leading Americans as
General Eisenhower, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and many others bhave recom-
mended ratification.

However, I share the reservatlon as
expressed by General Eisenhower:

That in the event of any armed aggres-
sion endangering the vital interests of the
United States, this Nation would be the sole
judge of the kind and type of weaponry
and equipment it would employ as well as
the timing of their use.

This reservation was addressed to that
provision in article I of the treaty which
reads:

To prohibit, to prevent, and not to carry
out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or
any other nuclear explosion, at any place
under its jurisdiction or control.

- The Foreign Relations Committee, in
its report, seems to be satisfied that “the
treaty in no way impairs the authority
of the Commander in Chief” in this re-
spect. .

Although I do not reject the position

taken by this distinguished committee,
I do feel that the views and reservations
expressed by the immediate past Presi-
dent of the United States should not be
dismissed as lightly as I feel that they
“have been in the report. I cannot
wholeheartedly agree with the overly
casusl assumption that the situation en-
visioned by a man with General Eisen-
hower’s military and diplomatic experi-
ence could not happen.

Should such a situation develop our
securlty would be in jeopardy. I under-
stand that we would not be limited in
defending ourselves if an enemy overtly
attacked the United States. But what
would be the situation if the United
States determined that it was in its in-
terests to use tactical nuclear weapons
in the defense of one of our allies, for
instdnce? Would our agreement to stop

" *any other nuclear exploslon” mean that
" we were abrogating this treaty?

This situation demands a clear inter-
pretation, I hesitate to support s Sen-
ate reservation written into the treaty,
becatise this might require renegotiation
of the treaty itself. Any other action by
the Senate, in the nature of a “sense of
"the Senate” resolution, or the establish-
ment of the Senate’s understanding of
the treaty by making “legislative history”
through debate and agreement on pres-
ently doubtful situations would greatly
clarify the boundaries of the treaty. But
these “actions would not be binding on
the signatories, ‘

Therefore I urge the President to make
a statement indicating his understand-
ing of this provision of the treaty, since

“ft 13 the Chief Executive himself who
must make the Interpretations of treaties
when 8 gquestion arises of the type under
discusslon here.

There are two other points which I
believe must be raised at this time. We
are belng asked to ratify a treaty which
gives formal assent to a moratorium
on nuclear testing which already
is in effect among the United
States, Great Britain, and the Soviet
Union. Therefore, while this treaty and
its ratification might not have any real
effect on the number of nuclear tests

conducted in the future-—because the sig-
natory countries can continue the mora-
torium even without this treaty—the fact
that the United States is signing a major
agreement with the Soyiet Union could
affect at least two other situations
around the world. :

First, I hope the Senate would make
it clear that in ratifying this treaty the
United States has not lost sight of the
fact that the Government df the Soviet
Union has not changed in the slightest
degree its intent to “bury” the United
States and the free world. The basic
philosophy of the Kremlin is materialis-
tic, satheistic communism and it is
pledged to stamp out free institutions
throughout the world.

- From time to time we have witnessed
an apparent “thawing’” in the cold war.
But always the Soviet leadership re-
turned to its imperialistic objectives and
created new crises through the world.

There are still millions upon millions
of once-free people enslaved by Soviet
imperialism. Af the wery times that
there have been apparent relaxations of
tensions between East gand West, repres-
sive measures were increased by Com-
munist puppet leaders in some of the
captive nations. :

Mr. President, we are signing an agree-
ment with a nation whose leaders have
a philosophy alien to ours, a philosophy
repugnant to our concept of Iinterna-
tional morality. :

We must be satisfled that we are sign-
ing this agreement in our own interest.
Let us never forget that when the Soviet
leaders signed, the mere affixing of a
signature changed nothing in their atti-
tude toward the United States or their
determination to destray freedom wher-
ever they could lay oppressive hands
upon it. i

The second point that should be dis-
cussed is that, bluntly, we cannot trust
the Soviet Union. Théir word today is
& broken promise of tamorrow. If this
treaty should he ratified, the United
States should be constantly on guard
against any of its provisions being ab-
rogated by the Soviet Government.
Treaties are generally based on mutual
respect and understanding. This treaty
should be based on our hopes for the
future, our knowledge of the past, our
awareness that one of the signatories
must be constantly under surveillance
for planned violations. !The security and
the prestige of the United States could
hardly be more urgently involved.

It is the desire of each of us to sup-
port the Presldent of the United States,
to support the foreign pplicy of the Unit-
ed States. It is my hope that I can. But
I would not be fulfilling my respon-
sibilities as a Senator unless I publicly
voiced some of the reservations which
have greatly concerned me in consider-
ing this treaty. ‘

This could be a mgjor step toward
peace, which all of us earnestly desire.
It should not be a faltering step in that
direction., To make it a firm one, and
one in which we have falth, we in the
Senate need some further information.
This must come from the Chief Execu-
tive who 1s charged with conducting our
forelgn poliey.

September 10

PLOWING THE SEA

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of Senators to a very
forceful column entitled “Plowing the
Sea,” written by our distinguished Chap-
lain, Dr. Frederick Brown Harris, and
published in a recent edition of the
Washington Sunday Star.

In the article Dr. Harris points out the
dangers that beset a people when they
become indifferent to their responsibil-
ities to government, to their fellow men,
to themselves, and to their families.

Dr. Harris discusses the prophecies of
Amos, who diagnosed the ills of an ailing
social order, which was shot through
with trickery, bribery, exploitation, and
injustice.

He further pointed out that any at-
tempt to build a stable nation when the
individual ecitizens of the Nation are
selfishly feathering their own nests
through injustice and dishonesty, and
with methods that degrade the dignity
of the individual, is like trying to plow
the ocean with oxen. It simply cannot
be done.

Dr. Harris stated:

What avails anything prominent men in
State or National posts of public service may
advocate regarding our soclety in general if,
in thelr personal lives they strike selfish
blows at the foundation of the home, the
institution of marriage, the fountainhead of
all in our common life which is high and
holy. In the words of a well-known col-
umnist, who sees the truth In the ancient
words of Amos. “Such men reveal instabil-
ities of behavior which scholars have found
to be historically characteristic of advanced
societies on their way down.”

Dr. Harris’ words are worthy of the
gravest consideration. I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in
the Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

Prowing THE SEA
(By Dr. Frederick Brown Harris, Chaplain of
the U.S. Senate) -

As the end of the vacation season hoves in
regretful sight, cars often bumper to bumper,
are headed toward the sea. TFor jaded spiriis
amd tired bodies what a resistless magnet is
the ocean. How one long landlcocked yearns
for the sight of it, the smell of it, the elixir
of it. There is magic in the ses as we hear
ita mighty waters rolling evermore.

But there are some things that stmply

-

cannot happen on the surface of the sea. .

One sees cars heading for the open water
laden with boats, but never a car seawarel
bound with & plow or a tractor. The
prophet of old, Amos, fearless social reform-
er, colned a haunting phrase to suggest the

-ultimate in futility. He was speaking to

farmers as he sald: *“As you gaze at the
numberless acres of the ocean, there is one
thing that is not within the bounds of pos-
sibility. You cannot plow the sea with
oxen."”

Now the discoveries of science have made
our modern world, in many ways, the sort
of world that Alice was looking at in her
wonderland. As the little lassie was pur-
suing a white rabbit it was sald in that
topsy~turvy book: “You see so many out-of-
the-way things had happened to her that
Alice had begun to think thst very few
things Indeed were really impossible,” But,
even in our meodern, scientific wonderland
there is nothing our bewildered day needs
to be told more sternly and solemnly than
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